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The Constitution Is the Solution 

This six-DVD lecture set comes with a CD that includes an instruction 
manual and lecture guides with talking points and study questions 
(with answers) for personal study or to help you lead a successful 
workshop series. A Lecture Materials Packet is included for further 
study, ($45.00). DVDSCSCMP 


The 5000 Year Leap 

In The 5000 Year Leap, author W. Cleon Skousen explains the 28 
principles that our Founding Fathers thought were essential to 
peace, prosperity, and freedom. These principles have brought about 
more progress in the past two centuries than was made in the five 
millennia that came before. Book (2008ed, 337pp, pb, $19.95) BKFTYL, 
CD/MP3 format (2007, over 8hrs, $9.95) CDFTYL, 8-CD Audio Set (2007, 
over 8hrs, $19.95) CDFTYL8 


Historical Art Prints (Set of five) 

Includes three documents — Declaration of Independence, Bill of 
Rights, and Constitution — and two paintings, plus a free Call to Arms 
print. ($34.95) HISPRINTS 


Overvie of America (Available in Spanish) 

Overview of America gives you a “big picture” vision of why we enjoy so much personal freedom 
and prosperity in America. Help keep America great for yourself and your family by sharing 
this 29-minute video and bringing many newly awakened Americans into the freedom fight. 
Sleeved DVD (2007, 29min, 1/$1.00; 11-20/$0.90ea; 21-49/$0.80ea; 50-99/$0.75ea; 100- 
999/$0.70ea; 1,000+/$0.64ea) DVDOOAPS (2015, Spanish Version DVDSOO0A) 

Cased DVD (2007, 29min, 1/$5.95; 10/$4.95ea; 25/$3.95ea; 100+$2.25ea) DVDOOA (2015, Spanish 
Version DVDSOOAC) 


Man, Freedom & Government 

An enhanced remake of Ezra Taft Benson’s 1968 filmstrip classic, this DVD provides a 
roadmap for restoring our freedoms and rights. 

Sleeved DVD (2005, 24min, 1/$1.00; 11-20/$0.90ea; 21-49/$0.80ea; 50-99/$0.75ea; 100- 
999/$0.70ea; 1,000+/$0.64ea) DVDMFGS — Cased DVD (2005, 24min, $5.95) DVDMFG 


America’s God & Country 

This encyclopedic book of quotes consists of profound and inspiring thoughts from our 
Founding Fathers, presidents, statesmen, scientists, and others. These selections eloquently 
capture America’s noble heritage. The material is alphabetically arranged by author, fully 
footnoted, and indexed by subject. (1996 ed, 845pp, pb $20.00) BKAGC 
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To the Victor Go the Myths & Monuments: 
The History of the First 100 Years of the War Against God and the Constitution, 1776-1876, and Its Modern Impact 
By Arthur R. Thompson, CEO, The John Birch Society 


(2016ed, 544pp, hb, 1/$24.95ea; 2-11/$23.95ea; 12+/$20.00ea) BETVGMMHB 


Transforming the Way We Look at American History 


Knowing American history is essential to understanding the American To the Victor Go the Myths & Monuments details a deliberate, organized 
system of government and the role citizens are to play. When that edu- opposition working to subvert the American Republic. It’s American 
cation is undermined and replaced with the opposite of our Founders’ history that all Americans need to learn so they can understand the 
intent, the ramifications for protecting God-given liberty for current proper role of government and their role in the American system. 
and future generations are great. 


Based on 45-plus years of research, this groundbreaking book reveals history as you’ve never seen it before. 


Purchase copies for yourself and influentia is and opinion molders in your community. 
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U.N. Me 


In a film that exposes the incompetence and corruption at the heart of the United Nations, film- 
maker Ami Horowitz takes us on a harrowing, yet often hilarious, trip through the farcical world 
of the United Nations. (2012, 33min, cased DVD, 1/$14.95; 5-9/$12.95ea; 10+/$11.95ea) DVDUNM 


World Federalism 101 

World Federalism 101, by Rick Biondi and Alex Newman, explores the history of the World 
Federalist and Atlantic Union movements in the U.S. Congress and beyond, as well as exposing 
proponents of world government using their own words and deeds. (2014, pb, 212pp, $16.95; 
5-9/$14.95ea; 10+/$13.95ea) BKWF181 


America and the United Nations 

This analysis of the United Nations traces its history from its forerunner, the League of Nations, 
up to the present, and compares the basic foundational documents of the UN with those of 

the United States with regard to the protection of human rights. (2013, 45pp, pb, 1/$2.95ea; 
10-24/$2.00ea; 25-49/$1.50ea; 50-99/$1.00ea; 100+/$.95ea) BKLTAAUN 


United Nations: On the Brink of Becoming a World Government 

The United Nations has entities claiming jurisdiction over the world’s food, including agri- 
culture and vitamins, as well as over global health, water, international law, trade, firearms, 
and the environment. Only two things stop it from becoming a world government: insufficient 
funding and sovereignty-protecting politicians. Those two things are being dealt with. (2012, 
12pp, $.02ea) RPUNBWG 
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Inside the United Nations 

The United Nations has been in existence for 
over 70 years, but its origins and objectives 
remain misunderstood by many Americans. 
This book is a brief, readable introduction to the 
United Nations and to the people who created 
and support it. (2013ed, 135pp, pb, 1/$9.95ea; 
5-19/$8.95ea; 20-59/$7.95ea; 60+/$6.95ea) BKIUN 


Get Us Out — Window Cling 3"x3" 
(1/$1.00ea; 10-99/$0.85ea; 100+/$0.75ea) WCGUO 


Get Us Out — Bumper Sticker 
(1/$1.00; 10-25/$0.85ea; 26-99/$0.75ea; 100- 
999/$0.50ea; 1,000+/$0.45ea) BSGUO 


Get Us Out — Envelope Stickers 
Influence others with these attractive envelope 
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20+/$3.25ea) ESGUO 
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POLITICS 


Independence: Yesterday, 


Today — and Tomorrow? 
by Alex Newman — The UN and its globalist allies are working to 
become the “Parliament of Humanity” and usurp U.S. sovereignty. 


UNITED NATIONS 


Corrupt Communist Leads Race for UN Boss 

by Alex Newman — The name Irina Bokova should mean a lot to 
Americans: She is a die-hard communist, and she is a favorite to be 
the next UN boss, even as the UN is set to grow in power. 


POLITICS 
Ayotte or Not? 


by Christian Gomez — Is this politician for me? As part of a series 
of articles, we give the backgrounds and voting records of some 
noteworthy U.S. politicians — both good and bad — in the 2016 
election. 


BOOK REVIEW 

Myths and Managing History 

by Fr. James Thornton — History is not only “written by the victors,” 
but by “the ignorant,” “the biased,” and “the devious.” The book 
reviewed here fills in important missing pieces of American history. 


HISTORY — PAST AND PERSPECTIVE 


Taft vs. Eisenhower 1952: 

The GOP Loses Its Soul 

by Steve Byas — Through deceit, verbal attacks, and GOP 
rulemaking, the Eastern Republican establishment nominated liberal 
Dwight Eisenhower as the GOP presidential nominee in 1952. 


THE LAST WORD 
Bilderberg: Brexit, Borders, 
Banksters — and Billary 


by William F. Jasper 

American Principles 
Letters to the Editor The Goodness of America 
Inside Track Exercising the Right 
QuickQuotes Correction, Please! 
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Why Malign Trump? 
William Jasper’s June 6 “Trump” article 
(“Trump: Will He Be Controlling or Con- 
trolled?”) was very disappointing, com- 
ing from The John Birch Society. Early 
in the article, Jasper disavows Trump, 
and then goes on to agree with the main- 
stream media that Trump is “crass, crude, 
vulgar.” Jasper may as well have said, 
“don’t vote for Trump.” For years the So- 
ciety has vocally condemned all the “Free 
Trade” agreements that the United States 
has entered, has been very critical of the 
onslaught of illegal immigrants into the 
United States and Europe, has been very 
critical of the Washington “insiders,” has 
been pro Second Amendment, etc. Here 
comes Trump espousing the very same 
ideals that the Society has vocalized for 
years, and Jasper essentially maligns him. 
This is puzzling at the very least. Trump 
sounds more conservative and patriotic 
than many voters have heard since Rea- 
gan. I would’ve expected the Society to 
endorse Trump at this point. By casting 
such an obvious shadow of doubt about 
Trump, the Society is de facto endorsing 
Hillary. The Society needs to figure out 
what it wants to be — an eternal critic or 
a pragmatic guiding light. Good luck find- 
ing the perfect candidate who can win in 

November. 

JOE MAJCHER 
Sent via e-mail 


The editors — THE NEW AMERICAN does not 
endorse candidates; we endorse or criti- 
cize policies. In telling his feelings about 
Trump, the author makes clear that though 
he is not a fan of Trump, as a person, be- 
cause he is morally flawed, Trump may 
have more good to offer than bad. And in 
the article, the author did say that if Trump 
would hold firm on his positions on “illegal 


immigration and the dangerous ‘free trade’ 


agenda, as typified by the pending Trans- 
Pacific partnership (TPP) ... he would set 
back the destructive agenda of the ‘insider’ 
politicians by at least 
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LETTERS TO THE EDITOR. 


several years.” The letter writer rightly 
stated we would support such measures. 


Daring Denial 


World-renowned physicist and Nobel Lau- 
reate Richard Feynman’s admonition has 
been largely discarded in the halls of aca- 
demia. “I would rather have questions that 
can’t be answered,” he said, “than answers 
that can’t be questioned.” Sadly, answers 
that none dare question now dominate 
classroom life led by liberals, progres- 
sives, socialists, communists, Marxists, 
“social sciences” professors, Democrats, 
union goons, and others of this once-free 
country. The main vehicle today for this 
war on dissent is the global-warming hoax 
which, after 20 consecutive years of glob- 
al cooling — had to be renamed “climate 
change” by the coterie of government-paid 
drones (sucking up $25 billion per year of 
taxpayers’ money) under the supervision 
of the UN socialist IPCC (Intergovern- 
mental Panel on Climate Change). 

In preparation for the UN’s Paris Con- 
ference last December, the fakers had to 
“recalibrate their instruments,” and “refine 
their computer models” to “demonstrate 
further warming” retroactively. A number 
of our socialist Marxist attorneys general 
are now getting ready to sue doubters; 
well, there are some 32,000 such scientists 
and professionals to be sued. Their names 
can be found on the Internet under “Or- 
egon Petition” and “Manhattan Declara- 
tion.” And I am one of them: M.LS., Ph.D., 
Engineering, UCLA, with specialties in 
heat & mass transfer and in thermodynam- 
ics. Hello, sue me if you dare! 

A growing number of our universities 
are also preparing to forbid access to their 
students by those “criminal doubters and 
deniers.” That is just a sick repetition of 
medieval religious inquisition courts 
against the non-believers, and of Stalin’s 
show-trials against non-conformists. 

Marc JERIC 
Las Vegas, Nevada 


The John Birch Society 


Appleton, WI 54912-8040 © (920) 749-3780 © JBS.og Been 
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“Less government, more responsibility, and — with God’s help — a better world.” 
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Record Taxes Collected, Record Deficit Recorded 


The federal government has collected a record amount of money 
from Americans in the form of taxes in the first eight months of 
Fiscal Year 2016, which began last October 1. The new zenith of 
tax collection is an astronomical $2.4 trillion. 

Despite this high-water mark for the plunder of the producers 
of the country, the U.S. government’s budget deficit continued 
swelling, reaching another record for the time period: $407 bil- 
lion, according to the Treasury Department’s monthly statement 
of receipts and outlays of the federal government. 

It is instructive to remember that despite branding themselves 
as the party of limited government and fiscal responsibility, Re- 
publicans have been in control of the House of Representatives 
— where revenue-raising bills must originate — since 2011, and 
of both the House and Senate since 2015, and the federal govern- 
ment is flabbier than ever. 

For the period ending May 31, 2016, the federal government 
siphoned more wealth in the form of taxes than during any similar 
period in the history of the U.S. government, even after adjusting 
previous totals for inflation. Of the $2.14 trillion seized by the 
federal government, half of that amount — $1.037 trillion — was 
taken from the income of individual American workers. 

The Treasury Department’s financial disclosure displays 
a lack of fiscal fidelity to the Constitution that is astounding 


even to those aware of the absolute lack of accountability de- 
manded by the people of their elected representatives. For ex- 
ample, there are billions of dollars devoted to funding federal 
programs, policies, and agencies that are nowhere permitted in 
the Constitution. 

Taking money from a person against that person’s will — even 
if that money is used for an arguably good cause — is theft. And 
if it is illegal for an individual to do something, it should be 
equally illegal for government to do that thing, as the govern- 
ment is nothing more than collective organization of the rights 
of individual members of the society. 


Louisiana Re-brands Common Core in Attempt to Dupe Citizens 


State officials in Louisiana tried to deceive citizens on June 7 by 
approving what amounts to, essentially, a glorified name change 
for the deeply unpopular Common Core education standards 
pushed by the Obama administration. Basically, policymakers 
re-branded the scheme as “Louisiana Standards,” while pretend- 
ing that there had been some “revisions” to the widely loathed 
education-nationalization effort. However, according to experts 
and activists involved in the process, the politically toxic national 
education standards imposed on state governments with federal 
funding and pressure remain almost entirely intact in Louisiana, 
despite the new name. 

Amid an uprising among parents, teachers, taxpayers, and oth- 
ers, Louisiana officials created a “review committee” dominated 
by Common Core apparatchiks to supposedly “review” the stan- 
dards and revise them. Officially, the panel changed some 20 
percent of the Common Core standards in English and math as 
part of its revisions. However, according to experts, activists, and 
an analysis of the changes, less than three percent was actually 
changed, said educator Ganey Arceneaux, an education activist 
from Lake Charles who runs the Educate Louisiana service and 
testified against the re-branded Common Core standards. 

In Louisiana, amid the debate on the new name for Common 
Core, teachers were sharply divided on the alleged revisions. 
Louisiana Association of Educators chief Debbie Meaux, for 
example, testified that she could not take an official position 
because members were divided on the issue. Meaux did recom- 
mend a yearly review process to uncover and resolve problems. 


However, for now, analysts say Louisiana appears to be stuck 
with Common Core. 

Of course, Louisiana is only the latest state among many in 
which policymakers tried to dupe citizens into believing Com- 
mon Core was gone. Indiana, South Carolina, Missouri, Arizo- 
na, Oklahoma, Florida, and numerous other states have suffered 
from similar fraud. However, parents and teachers have shown 
no signs of giving up or buying into the deception. Instead, as the 
horrifying effects of Common Core continue to expand, so does 
the opposition to the standards. No doubt the same will hold true 
for Louisiana. 


INSIDE TRACK 


Government to Gather Data From Pacemakers, Appliances, and Toys 


Always anxious to expand the size of its surveillance dragnet, the 
National Security Agency (NSA) is exploring the possibility of 
seizing data from Internet-connected biomedical devices such as 
pacemakers, NSA Deputy Director Richard Ledgett said at the 
2016 Defense One Tech Summit in Washington, D.C., on June 
10. “We’re looking at it sort of theoretically from a research point 
of view right now,” he continued. 

Ledgett referred to the life-saving devices as “another tool in 
the toolbox” of the snoops. He agreed with a comment saying 
that the data that could be gathered from the biomedical devices 
would be a “signals intelligence bonanza.” 

At a Senate hearing in February, Director of National Intel- 
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ligence James Clapper said that Internet-connected devices of all 
sorts could help with “identification, surveillance, monitoring, 
location tracking, and targeting for recruitment, or to gain access 
to networks or user credentials.” 

In a letter to Senator Ron Wyden (D-Ore.), Clapper identified 
in passing some of the devices that could be hacked by the NSA 
(or other federal officers) to obtain personal information from 
a surveillance target: “a refrigerator, a washing machine, or a 
child’s toy.” 

The dragnet now, apparently, will collect information from 
everyday appliances and the dolls and trucks played with by our 
children. 

The fact that the chiefs of these major centers of the surveil- 
lance state openly admit that they are developing technology to 
monitor personal data from medical devices and private con- 
versations from toys and household appliances proves that our 
elected representatives (and the courts, for that matter) have dis- 
regarded the Constitution and built a domestic spy apparatus that 
bears no resemblance whatsoever to the blueprint provided by 
our Founding Fathers in the Constitution. 

The abridgments of fundamental liberties by the NSA are only 
the tip of the massive surveillance iceberg. Phone calls, texts, 
social media posts, etc., are already subject to the surveillance 
and sharing of the executive branch. Now medical devices, ap- 
pliances, and children’s toys are about to be added to the list of 
Stasi-like listening posts. 


Suicide Among Active-duty Soldiers 


Suicide rates among active-duty members of the U.S. military are 
increasing, with Army soldiers suffering from the highest rate of 
increase among all active-duty service members. 

On June 6, HealthDay reported the findings of a survey of 
suicide among members of the U.S. military: “An analysis of all 
U.S. military suicides between 2005 and 2011 revealed that the 
suicide rate among Army members was roughly double that seen 
among the second highest risk group, the Marines.” 

The investigation further revealed that guns are the principal 
cause of most military suicides. Firearms were implicated in 
more than 62 percent of all suicide cases that have a definitive 
cause of death, the study found. 

Whereas the study seems to implicate the availability of fire- 
arms as a contributing factor to the tragedy, the more immediate 
and quantifiable element is the seemingly perpetual war in which 
the United States has been engaged since 2001. 

“Suicide was the 10th leading cause of death in the United States 
as of 2010. And the current investigation comes amid a rising suicide 
rate among military personnel throughout the last 15 years of con- 
tinual war. In fact, the U.S. military has seen its overall suicide rate 
nearly double between 2001 and 2011.... Psychologist Alan Peterson 
contended that the suicide differences between the branches of the 
military ‘reflect the tremendous burden accepted and sacrifices made 
by the U.S. Army over the past 14 years,’” HealthDay reported. 


Spikes to Record Highs 


In light of the undeniable attacks on the mental health of our 
military men, true conservatives should call on Congress to re- 
claim its authority over war, and insist that the Constitution be 
followed faithfully and that the thousands of U.S. armed forces 
personnel currently serving in civil wars that have nothing to do 
with preserving our own liberty be brought home. 

Then, and only then, we might begin to see a steady decline in 
the number of active-duty servicemen who see suicide as their 
only way to escape the pain of prosecuting imperial wars. Ml 
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Support for Nuclear Power From a Surprising Source 

“We’re supposed to be adding zero-carbon sources, not subtracting.” 
Department of Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz and some other climate- 
change enthusiasts are rethinking the benefits of nuclear power as a solu- 
tion to their worries about carbon dioxide and greenhouse gases. 


Advice for College Students 

“If you’re a college student feeling the Bern, I hope you’re wearing sun- 
screen because if Sanders wins, you and your kids will be paying for his cash burn for eternity.” 
Writing in the New York Times while Bernie Sanders was still a threat to Hillary Clinton, columnist 
Thomas Friedman warned about the financial cost of having an admitted socialist in the White House. 


AP Images 


UN Peacekeepers Accused of Killing Those They Are Sent to Protect 

“Tn their report, Human Rights Watch uncovered new evidence that Congolese soldiers killed more than a 
dozen people, including women and children, while serving as UN peacekeepers from December 2013 to 
June 2015.” 

Summarizing a recently released report about atrocities committed in the Republic of the Congo, jour- 
nalist Dionne Searcy told of the misdeeds committed by UN forces. 


Trump Targets Political Correctness 

“The people are tired of political correctness especially when things 
are said that are totally fine. It’s out of control. It’s gridlock with their 
mouths.” 

Not backing away from statements others say are “racist” or “out of 
bounds,” Donald Trump promises to wage a lively campaign for president. 


No Charges Brought for Mother Whose Son Fell Into Gorilla Exhibit 
“If anyone doesn’t believe a three-year-old can scamper off very quickly, 
they’ve never had kids. Because they can. And they do.” 

Hamilton County (Ohio) prosecutor Joe Deters said the mother of the 
three-year-old had turned to attend to another of her four children and 
should not be prosecuted for negligence. 


Me 
Donald 
Trump 


Conservative Ohioan Backs Away From His Anti-Trump Stance 

“T have to eat crow because I did not expect Donald Trump to win the nomination. He may be crass 
and outspoken. But people need to bite their tongue, hold their nose, close their eyes, and support the 
nominee of the Republican Party.” 

Conservative talk-radio host Tracey Winbush believes that forecasts of chaos during the GOP conven- 
tion in Cleveland are unrealistic. 


A Clinton Supporter Worries About Her E-mail Problems 

“As usual with Hillary, she clearly feels the only problem was that people found out. It undercuts her claims 
that Trump is reckless when she can’t fathom how reckless she was.” 

Writing in her column in the New York Times, Maureen Dowd fears that beating Trump in November 
isn’t “going to be easy.” 


ACLU Leader Resigns After 

Her Daughters See Men in the Restroom 

“T have shared my personal experience of having taken my el- 
ementary school age daughters into a women’s restroom when 
three transgender young adults, over six feet tall and with deep 
voices, entered. My children were visibly frightened.” 

The director of the American Civil Liberties Union in 
Georgia, Maya Dillard Smith, abandoned her post be- 
cause the ACLU supports legislation favored by the trans- Maya 


Dillard 
gender lobby. @ Smith 
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Call 1-800-727-TRUE to subscribe today! 


QUICKQUOTES 


ENCE 


STORY muti 


INDEPEN 


Yesterday, Today — 


* > ‘ 


—— 


. - 


£ =” bes 


The UN and its globalist allies are working to become the “Parliament of Humanity’ and 


usurp U.S. sovereignty. Americans must resist. 


by Alex Newman 


n this July 4, as Americans cel- 
ebrate the birth of the United 
States and the sacrifices of the 


founding generation to secure the bless- 
ings of liberty, U.S. independence is under 
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threat like never before. The implications 
of the threat are enormous. As long as the 
United States retains its independence 
and the U.S. Constitution is preserved, the 
American people still possess the means 
to chart the nation’s destiny. But if the 
United States is submerged into an “inter- 
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dependent world” under the control of in- 
ternational “authorities,” all of that — and 
much more — will be lost. Yet the threat 
is growing. 

The United Nations already has its 
own courts, bureaucracies, “international 
law,” and even “peacekeeping” armies 
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under its command in over a dozen na- 
tions, and on the eve of the 70th anniver- 
sary of the UN last year, Secretary-Gen- 
eral Ban Ki-moon took it a step further. 
Speaking at the “lighting ceremony” 
when the Empire State Building was lit 
up in “UN Blue” in commemoration of 
“UN Day” on October 24, he boasted 
that the UN was in fact the “Parliament 
of Humanity.” In the months after that, he 
referred on multiple occasions to Agenda 
2030 — the UN plan for the planet — as 
a “Declaration of Interdependence.” 

The theme of the UN’s 70th anniver- 
sary festivities was also about as blunt 
as could be: “Strong UN. Better World.” 
All over the world, hundreds of monu- 
ments — ranging from the Empire State 
Building to the Christ the Redeemer stat- 
ue in Rio de Janeiro to the Great Wall of 
China — were lit up blue as part of the 
“turn the world UN Blue” campaign. The 
“Stronger UN. Better World.” slogan was 
unfurled on banners worldwide. So was 
the UN flag. 

“There is only one flag that belongs 
to all of us,” Ban said in a UN Day 2015 
message, referring to the blue UN flag. 
“The United Nations works for the entire 
human family of seven billion people, 
and cares for the earth, our one and only 
home,” he continued, claiming the UN 
brings hope, peace, security, and suste- 
nance to the world. “The timeless values 
of the UN Charter must remain our guide. 
Our shared duty is to “unite our strength’ 
to serve ‘we the peoples.’” 

A “Parliament for Humanity” that 
will unite humanity under a shared flag 
to serve “We The Peoples”: That is, in 
a nutshell, the globalist agenda, at least 
as promulgated for public consumption 
— a monopoly of power at the interna- 
tional level, supposedly for humanity’s 
own good. 

Even the White House got involved 
with the 70th anniversary celebrations last 
year. Obama, a staunch UN proponent, is- 
sued a “presidential proclamation” urging 
all 50 governors and “officials of all other 
areas under the flag of the United States” 
to “observe United Nations Day with ap- 
propriate ceremonies and activities.” He 
also called on everyone to “summon the 
spirit of unity and cooperation at the heart 
of the United Nations Charter.” 

A few years earlier, in a 2012 speech 
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Is the UN already a government? And if it is a 
government — it has basically all of the attributes of 
one, as we Shall show — who are these people who 
imagine that they get to make “the laws’ that would 
govern all of humanity? Who, if anyone, voted for 
this, or gave their consent to be ruled by this global 


government? 


at the UN General Assembly, Obama told 
assembled dictators and representatives 
of government from around the world 
that we live in “an interdependent world” 
where “all of us have a stake in working 
towards greater opportunity and security 
for our citizens.” Conflicts, meanwhile, 
arise from “difficulties of reconciling 
tradition and faith with the diversity and 
interdependence of the modern world.” 
Clearly, “interdependence” is a major 
theme of the Obama White House. It is 
also a key marketing slogan being used 
by the UN chief. Just a few months after 
first declaring the UN to be the “Parlia- 
ment of Humanity,” Ban was at it again. 
“This General Assembly has truly be- 
come the Parliament for all people,” Ban 
declared on January 11, 2016, noting that 
presidents and prime ministers were in- 
creasingly being joined “by individual 
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activists, business executives, superstar 
entertainers and major religious leaders” 
in speaking to the UN body. 

The UN boss also pointed out that last 
September the UN General Assembly ad- 
opted the UN Sustainable Development 
Goals (SDGs), also known as UN Agenda 
2030. “This 21st century Declaration of 
Interdependence is our collective promise 
to deliver a life of dignity for all,” Ban 
explained. The “interdependence” theme 
is not new, of course, but it is now being 
pushed with increasing regularity. 

The media mostly missed the UN 
chief’s rhetoric about building a stron- 
ger UN and even transforming the outfit, 
often ridiculed as the “dictators club” by 
critics, into what he called a “Parlia- 
ment” for all mankind. But it was a big 
deal — no, a huge deal. Words have 
meaning. And you can be sure that words 


General Assembly, dominated by un-free regimes, into what they call a “Parliament of Humanity” 
and an “emblem of global sovereignty.” 
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dictators club he leads as the “Parliament of Humanity,” while promoting the UN Agenda 2030 


plan as the “Declaration of Interdependence.” 


as important as those do not just slip out 
of the mouth of the UN boss, repeatedly, 
without a great deal of thought, prepara- 
tion, and approval from the powers be- 
hind the curtain. 

Merriam-Webster dictionary defines 
“parliament” as “the group of people 
who are responsible for making the laws 
in some kinds of government.” That def- 
inition, combined with Ban’s explosive 
claim, leads to a number of questions. Is 
the UN already a government? And if it 
is a government — it has basically all of 
the attributes of one, as we shall show — 
who are these people who imagine that 
they get to make “the laws” that would 
govern all of humanity? Who, if anyone, 
voted for this, or gave their consent to be 
ruled by this global government? What 
checks and balances are in place to pre- 
vent abuses? How does the UN system 
compare to the American system, and 
would Americans be better or worse off if 
they gave up American independence for 
UN interdependence? Let’s take a look. 


The American System 

The Founders of the United States were 
very clear on what the purpose of govern- 
ment is, and who was to make the laws in 
America. Laws governing domestic affairs 
were to be created, primarily, by state leg- 
islatures and local legislative bodies such 
as county commissions, city councils, and 
so on. All legislative powers at the federal 
level dealing with the few powers speci- 
fied in the Constitution — foreign affairs 
and war, for example — were vested in a 
Congress composed of a House of Repre- 
sentatives to represent the people, and a 
Senate to represent the states. 

But neither Congress nor the state leg- 
islatures were to be seen as supreme. As 
influential founding-era jurist Sir William 
Blackstone explained so eloquently, all 
human laws must necessarily be subject 
to the laws of man’s Creator to be valid. 
“This will of his Maker is called the law 
of nature,” Blackstone explained, adding 
that the law of nature was “of course” su- 
perior to any other. “No human laws are of 


The UN “Universal Declaration of Human Rights,” 
which according to the UN is Supreme over all 
the Earth, assumes that “rights” are bestowed by 
governments and treaties. The problem is that, 

if government is the originator of rights, then 
government may properly limit and abridge rights. 
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any validity, if contrary to this: and such 
of them as are valid derive all their force 
... from this original.” 

The ideas outlined by Blackstone were 
all widely understood in America’s found- 
ing era. So was the purpose of govern- 
ment, as the Founders explained in the 
Declaration of Independence adopted by 
the Second Continental Congress in 1776. 
“We hold these truths to be self-evident, 
that all men are created equal, that they 
are endowed by their Creator with certain 
unalienable rights, that among these are 
life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness,” 
reads the Declaration, pointing to a higher 
power while outlining timeless principles 
that were to serve as the foundation for 
the new nation then being birthed. “That 
to secure these rights, governments are 
instituted among men, deriving their just 
powers from the consent of the governed.” 
The purpose of government, then, is the 
protection of God-given rights. 

Yet on its own, the historic document 
was just a piece of paper. After realizing 
that the government created under the Ar- 
ticles of Confederation was not adequate 
for the task, America’s Founders devel- 
oped the U.S. Constitution. Essentially, 
the document was an effort to put the 
principles enshrined in the Declaration 
into practice — creating a national gov- 
ernment that would help “We The People” 
to, among other goals, “establish Justice” 
and “secure the Blessings of Liberty to 
ourselves and our Posterity.” 

The governmental system established 
under the Constitution, while building 
on thousands of years of tradition and 
Western Civilization, was unique in many 
respects. One of its chief attributes was 
that it limited government by granting it 
certain powers. If there was no specific 
delegation of authority over some area, 
that power was retained by the states or 
the people, as was later explicitly stated in 
the 10th Amendment. 

The Constitution also enshrined the sep- 
aration of powers. First of all, it divided 
power vertically, leaving the sovereign 
states to stand as a bulwark against abuses 
of power from the federal government. 
Next, the Constitution divided power 
horizontally by dispersing it across three 
branches of government — judicial, leg- 
islative, and executive. The idea was that 
the God-given rights of the people would 
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be best protected if power was divided. If 
one of the three federal branches abused 
its power, the others would rein it in. And 
if either the feds or the states abused their 
power, the other level of government 
would rein it in. 


The UN System 

Unlike the American system, which is 
based on the principle that rights come 
from God, the UN acknowledges no high- 
er power than the UN itself. 

The UN “Universal Declaration of 
Human Rights,” which according to the 
UN is supreme over all the Earth, as- 
sumes that “rights” are bestowed by gov- 
ernments and treaties. The problem is that, 
if government is the originator of rights, 
then government may properly limit and 
abridge rights. 

Consider Article 29 of the UN “human 
rights” declaration, which claims that 
“rights” can be limited “by law” under the 
guise of everything from “public order” 
o “the general welfare.” Separately, the 
same article claims that everyone has “du- 
ties to the community” and that “rights and 
freedoms” may “in no case be exercised 
contrary to the purposes and principles of 
the United Nations.” Already, as this mag- 
azine documented in the January 6, 2015, 
article headlined “United Nations Exploits 
Pseudo-‘Human Rights’ to Attack U.S.,” 
the UN and its top officials have claimed 
that “human rights” and “international 
law” require that governments outlaw and 
punish certain speech, impose more gun 
control, ignore due-process protections, 
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overturn state self-defense laws, elimi- 
nate constitutional limitations on federal 
power, prohibit spanking of children as a 
disciplinary tool, regulate private schools, 
provide more welfare and subsidized 
housing, and much, much more. 

Further evidence of the UN’s view on 
“human rights” can be gleaned from the 
composition of its UN “Human Rights 
Council,” created 10 years ago after Lib- 
yan dictator Moammar Gadhafi’s regime 
was elected to chair the UN “Human 
Rights Commission.” Among the rights- 
violating regimes serving on the current 
UN “human rights” body are the commu- 
nist and socialist autocracies oppressing 
Cuba, mainland China, Bolivia, Ecuador, 
El Salvador, Namibia, South Africa, Ven- 
ezuela, and Vietnam. Plenty of Islamist 
dictatorships serve on the council, too, in- 
cluding, among others, those ruling Alge- 
ria, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, the United Arab 
Emirates, and more. Also on the outfit are 
the rulers of Russia, Macedonia, Kyrgyz- 
stan, Ivory Coast, Congo, Burundi, and 
more. Just a handful of governments in 
what could be properly considered truly 
“free” countries serve on the UN Council. 

Then there is the membership of this 
global parliament that must be considered. 
Most of the UN’s member states are op- 
pressive or worse. Many are outright dic- 
tatorships controlled by mass-murderers 
and genocidal maniacs. Even according to 
Freedom House, an establishment-mind- 
ed organization that ranks governments 
based on its definition of freedom and 
democratic credentials, less than half of 


the world’s governments qualify as “free.” 
Yet these are the very same UN member 
states that are currently in the process of 
becoming the “Parliament of Humanity.” 
In the UN General Assembly, a vote by 
mass-murderers such as Ratl Castro, Rob- 
ert Mugabe, Kim Jong-un, or Omar Bashir 
is worth the same as a vote by the U.S. 
government. Will those governments pro- 
tect your God-given rights? Of course not, 
as history amply shows. 

Another problem is the nearly clichéd 
truism by Lord Acton: “Power tends to 
corrupt and absolute power corrupts ab- 
solutely.” The UN does not have a U.S. 
Constitution limiting government to a few 
specified powers, nor does a 10th Amend- 
ment reserve all other powers to the mem- 
ber nations or people. If absolute power 
were concentrated in the hands of the UN, 
it is guaranteed to attract the most danger- 
ous elements, with the most ruthless and 
cunning rising to the top. 


Agenda 2030: Global Socialism 
It should therefore deeply concern anyone 
who values freedom that there are already 
big plans to replace American indepen- 
dence with global interdependence. 

At the center of the new order will be 
the UN, of course, and what’s known as 


Unity about control: At the G77 Plus China 
summit in Bolivia, dubbed “New World 
Order to Live Well,” the UN chief and over 
130 national governments called for the UN 
General Assembly to become an “emblem of 
global sovereignty.” 
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From a slew of proposed new global taxes to powerl- 
grabs like the UN Law of the Sea Treaty that would 
grant the “dictators club” control over the resources of 
the world’s oceans and the revenue they generate, the 
outfit has major plans to extract wealth from humanity 
without member states acting as intermediaries. 


the UN Sustainable Development Goals 
(SDGs), or Agenda 2030, a sort of out- 
line for global governance agreed to by 
the UN and Obama last September, along 
with virtually every national government 
on Earth. “Sustainable development” may 
sound like a good thing, but the UN uses 
this euphemism as a rationale for its vision 
of global totalitarianism. 

As already noted, Secretary-General 
Ban has referred to Agenda 2030 as the 
“21st century Declaration of Interdepen- 
dence.” So too has UN Deputy Secretary- 
General Jan Eliasson, who said in January, 
“Let us make the 2030 Agenda a living and 
lasting Declaration of Interdependence for 
the 21st century.” 

Just what is this Agenda 2030, or “Dec- 
laration of Interdependence,” which re- 
ceived so little coverage in the establish- 
ment media, but which purports to be the 


master plan that must guide all nations and 
every last person on the planet? In brief, 
it is a comprehensive plan to govern vir- 
tually every element of human existence, 
comprised of 17 “Post-2015 Sustainable 
Development Goals” with 169 specific 
“targets.” The scheme dovetails nicely 
with the deeply controversial UN Agen- 
da 21, even including much of the same 
rhetoric and agenda. But it’s even bigger 
than that. “This Agenda is a plan of action 
for people, planet and prosperity,” reads 
the preamble. “All countries and all stake- 
holders, acting in collaborative partner- 
ship, will implement this plan.” 

Among the many elements of the plan is 
an undisguised demand for national social- 
ism — and even global socialism. Goal 10 
calls on the UN, national governments, and 
every person on Earth to “reduce inequal- 
ity within and among countries.” That, the 
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Rudimentary, untouchable government: The United Nations already has courts, police, and 
more, in addition to its often brutal military forces known as “peacekeepers” or “blue helmets,” 
who are under fire worldwide for child rape and sex abuse. 
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agreement continues, will “only be possi- 
ble if wealth is shared and income inequal- 
ity is addressed.” But national socialism to 
“combat inequality” domestically is not 
enough, with the Agenda calling for inter- 
national socialism to battle inequality even 
“among” countries. 

Socialist rhetoric is found throughout 
the scheme. “By 2030, ensure that all men 
and women, in particular the poor and the 
vulnerable, have equal rights to economic 
resources,” the document demands. “We 
commit to making fundamental changes 
in the way that our societies produce and 
consume goods and services.” In short, 
what remains of free markets must go, 
with wealth redistribution and central 
technocratic planning of the economy to 
take its place. 

Education is another key component 
of the global agenda, with an entire goal 
dedicated to ensuring that young people 
everywhere are indoctrinated into support- 
ing the plan and its overseers. “By 2030, 
ensure that all learners acquire the knowl- 
edge and skills needed to promote sus- 
tainable development, including, among 
others, through education for sustainable 
development and sustainable lifestyles, 
human rights, gender equality, promotion 
of a culture of peace and non-violence, 
global citizenship and appreciation of 
cultural diversity.” Euphemisms such as 
“sustainable lifestyles” (read: getting by 
with less), “gender equality” (read: the 
LGBT agenda), and “global citizenship” 
should telegraph to the discerning reader 
the UN’s interest in indoctrination in the 
name of education. 

Of course, a plan as grandiose as Agen- 
da 2030 won’t be cheap — it will all cost 
trillions of dollars. One official propa- 
gandist for the agenda, Thomson Reuters 
Foundation editor-in-chief Belinda Gold- 
smith, cited unnamed “experts” putting 
the price tag as high as $172.5 trillion. 
For perspective, that is more than 10 times 
more than the annual economic output of 
the United States. Western taxpayers will 
be the primary financiers of the scheme. 


Step by Step 

In many respects, the UN is already be- 
having as if it were a global government. 
In Agenda 2030, the UN claims that no 
person can be left out of the new system, 
and therefore, the population and territory 
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of the entire globe are under its jurisdic- 
tion. In other words, everyone must be 
subject to UN rule, even if the specifics 
are administered, for now, by member 
states. Despite the fact that many govern- 
ments have refused to ratify the relevant 
treaties, the UN has its own courts, such 
as the International Criminal Court, that 
purport to have jurisdiction over every 
person on the planet for vaguely defined 
crimes of “aggression” and more. The late 
Dr. Charles Rice, who served as profes- 
sor at Notre Dame Law School, called the 
ICC “a monster” that essentially “repudi- 
ates the Constitution, the Bill of Rights, 
and the Declaration of Independence and 
cancels the 4th of July.” He is right. 

Despite these obvious concerns, the UN 
continues to accumulate and usurp more 
and more power. It has an environmental 
agency that purports to have global pow- 
ers over the environment. It has an educa- 
tion agency that boasts of using schools 
to create “global citizens” with UN-ap- 
proved values, attitudes, and beliefs. It 
has “peacekeeping” armies that currently 
occupy some 16 nations, often raping and 
brutalizing the most vulnerable civilians it 
is ostensibly sent to protect. It has a world 
health organization that purports to have 
awesome powers over humanity, includ- 
ing the ability to quarantine entire nations. 
It has an agricultural agency, an aviation 
agency, a terrorism agency, a postal agen- 
cy, a drugs and crime agency, a world trade 
agency with “tribunals” that already over- 
rule the U.S. Congress, an Internet agency 
led by a Chinese communist, and much, 
much more. The architecture of global 
government, then, is already in place. 

The UN also already has its own means, 
albeit limited thus far, of raising revenues 
independently of member states. The UN 
World Intellectual Property Organization, 
for example, charges “fees” to inventors 
who seek protection for intellectual prop- 
erty. If globalists get their way, though, 
they have plans to radically expand the 
UN’s ability to raise its own funding. 
From a slew of proposed new global taxes 
to power-grabs such as the UN Law of the 
Sea Treaty that would grant the “dictators 
club” control over the resources of the 
world’s oceans and the revenue they gen- 
erate, the outfit has major plans to extract 
wealth from humanity without member 
states acting as intermediaries. 
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Law unto themselves: The UN court system purports to have jurisdiction over everyone — with 
none of the constitutional protections Americans enjoy — despite the United States and other 


nations never ratifying it. 


And the International Monetary Fund, 
part of the “UN system,” has plans to be- 
come the would-be global government’s 
own central bank. If the agenda is not 
stopped, as has been documented many 
times in the pages of this magazine, the 
IMF would be to the UN what the bank- 
ing cartel known as the Federal Reserve 
is to the U.S. federal government — an 
out-of-control currency-printing machine 
that funds the welfare-warfare state while 
trapping the people into a cycle of perpetu- 
ally expanding debt. 


American Collaboration 

Of course, without collaboration and 
support from the United States and its 
leadership, the UN would be mostly a 
joke — a gaggle of dictators who get to- 
gether to praise each other and make de- 
mands for more money. The notion that 
U.S. independence is outdated and that 
it is time for “global interdependence,” 
though, has existed among U.S. leaders 
for generations. 

One such leader, John Foster Dulles, ap- 
provingly acknowledged that world gov- 
ernance was the goal behind the United 
Nations from the get-go. And he was in 
a position to know, having participated 
in the San Francisco Conference that led 
to the creation of the United Nations in 
1945, before becoming U.S. secretary of 
state in the 1950s. “The United Nations 
represents not a final stage in the devel- 
opment of world order, but only a primi- 


tive stage,” he wrote in his book War or 
Peace. “Therefore its primary task is to 
create the conditions which will make 
possible a more highly developed organi- 
zation.” Dulles also observed in his book, 
“T have never seen any proposal made for 
collective security with ‘teeth’ in it, or for 
‘world government’ or for ‘world federa- 
tion,’ which could not be carried out either 
by the United Nations or under the United 
Nations Charter.” 

Since the 1940s, dozens of “declara- 
tions of interdependence” have been pro- 
posed by various groups and individuals. 
One of the most notable was written by 
liberal historian and Columbia University 
Professor Henry Steele Commager for the 
World Affairs Council of Philadelphia. 
Dated October 24, 1975 (UN Day), this 
undisguised call for global government 
was endorsed by well over 100 members 
of Congress. “When in the course of his- 
tory the threat of extinction confronts 
mankind, it is necessary for the people of 
the United States to declare their interde- 
pendence with the people of all nations,” 
the declaration stated. “Two centuries ago 
our forefathers brought forth a new nation; 
now we must join with others to bring 
forth a new world order.” 

The declaration includes this brazen call 
for UN empowerment: “A world without 
law is a world without order, and we call 
upon all nations to strengthen and to sustain 
the United Nations and its specialized agen- 
cies, and other institutions of world order, 
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Will we do nothing for independence? Early American patriots in many cases sacrificed 
everything, including their lives, to bequeath national independence and the blessings of liberty to 
themselves and their posterity. 


and to broaden the jurisdiction of the World 
Court, that these may preside over a reign 
of law.” Who would make this global law? 
The “Parliament of Humanity.” 

Even as far back as 1962, a U.S. presi- 
dent made the case for a “Declaration of 
Interdependence” rather than indepen- 
dence — on July 4, America’s Indepen- 
dence Day, no less. That president was 
John F. Kennedy, whose administration 
actually took some of the boldest steps to- 
ward surrendering U.S. sovereignty to the 
UN. In an official 1961 State Department 
publication entitled Freedom From War: 
The United States Program for General 
and Complete Disarmament in a Peaceful 
World, the Kennedy administration out- 
lined how the United States would disarm 
as the UN’s military forces were progres- 
sively strengthened to the point where 
no nation would be able to challenge the 
UN’s monopoly on force. 

In his July 4 speech, Kennedy put it 
all out there. “I will say here and now, 
on this Day of Independence, that the 
United States will be ready for a Declara- 
tion of Interdependence, that we will be 
prepared to discuss with a united Europe 
the ways and means of forming a concrete 
Atlantic partnership, a mutually beneficial 
partnership between the new union now 
emerging in Europe and the old Ameri- 
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can Union founded here 175 years ago,” 
he declared at Independence Hall. “For 
the Atlantic partnership of which I speak 
would not look inward only, preoccupied 
with its own welfare and advancement. It 
must look outward to cooperate with all 
nations in meeting their common concern. 
It would serve as a nucleus for the even- 
tual union of all free men — those who 
are now free and those who are vowing 
that some day they will be free.” In other 
words, a global government. 

In 1991, President George H. W. Bush, 
in his address to the American people 
announcing U.S. military action in the 
Persian Gulf, said that “we have a real 
chance” at bringing about a “new world 
order, an order in which a credible Unit- 
ed Nations can use its peacekeeping role 
[war-making powers] to fulfill the promise 
and vision of the U.N.’s founders.” And 
in 2002, President George W. Bush, in 
his address to the UN General Assembly, 
asked regarding UN resolutions relating 
to Iraq: “Are Security Council resolutions 
to be honored and enforced, or cast aside 
without consequence? Will the United 
Nations serve the purpose of its found- 
ing, or will it be irrelevant?” He went on 
to say that “we want the resolutions of the 
world’s most important multilateral body 
to be enforced.” 


Get US Out! 
Americans must resist the siren calls for 
surrendering their right to self-government. 

One organization, The John Birch So- 
ciety, which publishes this magazine, has 
been working to “Get US out of the United 
Nations” for some 50 years. And it is still 
possible to do exactly that. In fact, right 
now, legislation sitting in the House For- 
eign Affairs Committee would end U.S. 
membership in and funding of the UN, and 
evict it from American soil. Dubbed the 
“American Sovereignty Restoration Act,” 
or H.R. 1205, the bill could set the globalist 
agenda back decades in one fell swoop. But 
Americans must act to make that happen. 

“The reason that we declared and fought 
for our independence in 1776 was that 
we could no longer decide for ourselves 
as a people our economic future and we 
saw that we would never be allowed to 
do so again,” JBS CEO Art Thompson 
said. “Now our leaders are involving us 
in international schemes that will do the 
same thing our Founders fought against. 
Without independence, we will not only 
be hindered in our economic affairs, but 
military, environment, etc. It will become 
more harsh than the patriots who died 
for us ever imagined. Their sacrifice will 
mean nothing if we proceed down the road 
to internationalism.” 

Fortunately for Americans, it is not too 
late to stop the agenda. In fact, the founda- 
tion of the plot is built on quicksand. The 
UN Agenda 2030, or the “Declaration of 
Interdependence,” as top UN officials call 
it, has not even been ratified by the U.S. 
Senate, as required under the Constitu- 
tion. Obama does not plan on even asking 
for ratification, because he knows it will 
flop. Plus, it is all built on lies and false 
assumptions. With truth and organized ac- 
tion, activated and educated Americans 
can kill the agenda with relative ease, 
especially when compared with what the 
earliest American Patriots were prepared 
to sacrifice when they issued the Declara- 
tion of Independence on July 4, 1776, and 
defied the most powerful empire then in 
existence. 

If liberty and self-government are to 
survive, Americans must firmly resist the 
dangerous push for global government and 
expose the soothing rhetoric of “interde- 
pendence.” It can be done — and for the 
sake of our posterity, it must be. 
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Corrupt Communist 
Leads Race for UN Boss 


The name Irina Bokova should mean a lot to Americans: 
She is a die-hard communist, and she is a favorite to be 
the next UN boss, even as the UN is set to grow in power. 


by Alex Newman 


he next United Nations chief may 
be an unapologetic communist who 
served a savage dictatorship that 
murdered hundreds of thousands of peo- 
ple and tortured even more. Her name is 
Irina Bokova. And thanks to a slick public- 
relations operation and a team of “former” 
communist spies running her campaign, 
there is reportedly a good chance that the 
Bulgarian Communist Party operative 
could end up as UN boss in 2017 when 
current Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon’s 
term expires. 
Bokova currently serves as the chief 
of the UN “Educational, Scientific, and 
Cultural Organization” (UNESCO). But 
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her long career in the service of both in- 
ternationalism and communism suggests 
that she has been plotting to move up the 
UN hierarchy for years. Bokova’s candi- 
dacy has backing from top establishment 
figures in the West, in addition to strong 
support from key leaders of the East such 
as Russia’s Vladimir Putin. Establishment 
media outlets around the world have also 
been singing her praises while concealing 
her past. Indeed, Bokova and those back- 
ing her should not be underestimated. 


Bokova the Communist 

Growing up in Bulgaria prior to 1990 was 
hellish for most people. To get an idea of 
the atrocities committed by the Soviet pup- 
pet regime in Bulgaria, a look at the number 
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The UN’s would-be global education 
ministry, UNESCO, which wants planetary 
school standards, lost its U.S. funding while 
under the leadership of Bulgarian communist 
and “front-runner” for UN boss Irina Bokova. 


of murders it perpetrated is illuminating. In 
Statistics of Democide: Democide and Mass 
Murder since 1900, political science Profes- 
sor Emeritus R.J. Rummel of the University 
of Hawaii estimated the body count racked 
up by the Bulgarian communists at around 
222,000 — an especially high number con- 
sidering that Bulgaria’s population is just 
over seven million today. Other estimates 
suggest the death toll is even higher. Many 
more victims were ruthlessly tortured and 
persecuted — especially Christians and 
other religious people, as well as those op- 
posed to communist tyranny. 

Despite the fact that the atrocities were 
well known across Bulgaria, Bokova has 
a long history of support for communism, 
the communist party, and its agenda. To 
start with, she was an enthusiastic youth 
member of the Bulgarian Communist 
Party. She later became an adult mem- 
ber and even served in various capacities 
within the brutal dictatorship. 

As a pampered child of the ruling com- 
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“Bokova is a pure product of the communist 
nomenclatura — propelled by her privileged 
ancestry during Communism and later by her former 
communist Connections to top diplomatic posts,” 
Christy continued, calling it a “disgrace” and an 


“obscene offense.” 


munist elite, Bokova was able to study in 
Moscow at the mass-murdering Soviet 
regime’s “prestigious” State Institute of 
International Relations, which trained fu- 
ture diplomats for international commu- 
nism. In 1977, Bokova entered into formal 
service in the People’s Republic of Bul- 
garia as a third secretary in the regime’s 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs. As a devoted 
communist, she quickly rose through the 
ranks. Eventually, she worked her way up 
the ladder to serve as the acting foreign 
minister for Prime Minister Zhan Vide- 
nov, a communist operative who, accord- 
ing to declassified documents, served as 
an agent for the savage Bulgarian branch 
of the KGB. Bokova also served two terms 
in the Bulgarian Parliament as a member 
of the re-branded Communist Party, which 
changed its name to the “Bulgarian Social- 
ist Party” in 1990 amid the ostensible col- 
lapse of communism. 
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In Bulgaria, though, even after the for- 
mal end of communist tyranny, the com- 
munists never went anywhere, despite the 
name change to “socialists.” Those forces 
are still in charge today and are respon- 
sible for nominating Bokova, who con- 
tinues her involvement in the re-branded 
Communist Party, now part of the pow- 
erful global-tyranny-promoting Socialist 
International network. 

One analyst with Bulgarian roots who 
has followed the issue closely is journalist 
and scholar Tatiana Christy, former man- 
aging editor at the Institute for the Study 
of Conflict, Ideology & Policy at Boston 
University. She explained to THE NEw 
AMERICAN what was going on amid what 
was marketed as a transition away from 
from communism. “Unlike other Eastern 
European countries, which underwent the 
process of decommunization and lustra- 
tion, where former members of the com- 


Communist to the core: |n addition to her loyal service to the mass-murdering communist 
regime that ruled Bulgaria, Irina Bokova was a “red-diaper baby” whose father edited the 


Communist Party’s newspaper. 
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munist oppressive apparatus were banned 
from taking high public appointments in 
government, media or academia, Bulgaria 
still remains very much in the hold of the 
former communist nomenclatura and its 
descendants,” explained Christy, who has 
written about Bokova’s candidacy in a va- 
riety of outlets. 

“Bokova is a pure product of the com- 
munist nomenclatura — propelled by her 
privileged ancestry during communism and 
later by her former communist connections 
to top diplomatic posts,” Christy continued, 
calling it a “disgrace” and an “obscene of- 
fense’” to victims of the communist regime 
that Bokova was being considered for the 
UN post. “She comes straight out of a polit- 
ical strata responsible for the horrors of the 
communist regime in her country. People 
like Bokova never saw a competition for 
her appointments at home because outsid- 
ers would not have been allowed to even 
approach those political circles. Her entire 
political career is a result of her member- 
ship in the Bulgarian Socialist Party (the 
former Communist Party) behind whose 
agenda she stood all her life.” 

Other independent analysts from Bul- 
garia also emphasized to THE NEW AMER- 
ICAN that Bokova has never repudiated 
her communist past. “Irina Bokova, the 
Bulgarian candidate, has demonstrated 
that not only in [the] past but currently 
she has been serving the ideology of the 
outrageous communism from pre-1989,” 
explained International Institute of An- 
thropology Research Professor Lolita 
Nikolova, a U.S.-based Bulgarian who is 
working to oppose Bokova’s candidacy. 
“After the nomination, she continues the 
propaganda of the anti-humanistic com- 
munism by organizing a campaign in Bul- 
garia led by a former secret agent from the 
communist regime.” Bokova’s candidacy, 
she added, “endangers the world.” 

In interviews with former Bulgarian of- 
ficials, investigators, journalists, and oth- 
ers, THE NEW AMERICAN found that under- 
standing of the facts surrounding Bokova 
was widespread in Bulgaria. 


Bokova the 

Progressive Internationalist 

Today, Bokova portrays herself as a pro- 
gressive globalist and humanist leading 
the way to a progressive globalist/human- 
ist new order. In her job as chief of UNES- 
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At a “Party” party: Bokova is so friendly with Russian strongman Vladimir Putin that she 
joined the world’s communist dictators in Moscow to celebrate the Soviet communism-themed 


“Victory Day” with them. 


CO, she denounces all the safe targets — 
ISIS, anti-Semitism, extremism, violence, 
and so on — while supporting everything 
good, such as jazz and “tolerance.” How- 
ever, even in recent years, her statements 
and actions in defense of communist tyr- 
anny have been alarming. In 2014, for ex- 
ample, she appointed Peng Liyuan, wife 
of brutal Communist Chinese dictator X1 
Jinping, to serve as her “Special Envoy” 
for female education. “You are an im- 
mense role model for millions of young 
girls in China and beyond,” Bokova told 
the dictator’s wife at a ceremony in Paris. 
Bokova also joined communist dictators 
from around the world at Putin’s Soviet 
Communism-themed “Victory Day” fes- 
tivities in Moscow last year. 

She is also proudly leading UNES- 
CO’s efforts, in open partnership with the 
Obama administration, to standardize and 
control indoctrination around the world 
under the guise of “education.” “UNES- 
CO was founded to promote the principles 
of humanism,” boasted Bokova, adding 
that this was still the mission. A year ago, 
after a UN global “education” summit in 
Korea, Bokova also boasted of her efforts 
to indoctrinate children around the world. 
“We have the collective duty to empower 
every child and youth with the right foun- 
dations — knowledge, values and skills — 
to shape the future as responsible global 
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citizens,” she said. (Emphasis added.) Her 
admitted globalist, humanist, “progres- 
sive” values are, of course, fundamentally 
incompatible with traditional American 
liberties and Judeo-Christian values. 


The “Little KGB” Behind Bokova 

But despite the superficial transforma- 
tion from communist diplomat to interna- 
tionalist executive, the evidence suggests 
Bokova’s intimate links to the communist 
system and its mass-murdering operatives 
in Bulgaria remain as active as ever. In- 
deed, her campaign team for the top UN 
post, for example, is literally dominated 
by “former” spies for what became known, 
for good reason, as the “little KGB,” the 
secret “State Security” police of the mass- 
murdering regime that enslaved Bulgaria 
for generations and massacred hundreds of 
thousands of victims. 

This spring, when authorities in Bulgaria 
unveiled the official campaign committee, 
the names sent shock waves through Bul- 
garia. The official campaign team is domi- 
nated by known communist agents, who 
were exposed in declassified government 
documents and are known to have perpe- 
trated countless crimes in the service of in- 
ternational communism. Indeed, even the 
chief of the campaign team is a prominent 
former spy for the Soviet-backed regime. 

The former New York-based commu- 


nist spy leading Bokova’s UN election 
campaign, Rajko Rajchev, joined the Bul- 
garian Communist Party in 1982, accord- 
ing to official records. He was described 
by his brutal superiors in declassified 
regime files as “very well prepared ideo- 
logically.” In other words, Bokova’s cam- 
paign chief was a committed communist. 

In addition to his job as Bokova’s UN 
campaign chief, Rajchev is director-gen- 
eral of “Global Issues” at the Bulgarian 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, which organ- 
ized the campaign team. If and when Bo- 
kova takes the top spot at the UN, Rajchev 
is certain to play a key role in her admin- 
istration. But Rajchev is hardly the only 
“former” communist security operative to 
run “former” communist Bokova’s cam- 
paign to lead the UN. 

Another seven members of Bokova’s 
UN election committee, at least, are also 
reported to be ex-spies for the communist 
regime’s “state security” apparatus. In a 
post headlined “Outrageous! Seven team 
members working for Bokova — State 
Security agents,” Bulgarian media outlet 
Faktor.bg slammed the developments. 
“The metastasis of the communist secret 
services in the Foreign Ministry is intact, 
casting a dark stain on Bulgaria,” it said. 
The whole team orchestrating Bokova’s 
candidacy is “full of Chekists — the faith- 
ful guardians of the totalitarian communist 
regime in Bulgaria,” the report added. 


The Globalist Establishment’s 

Choice for NWO Puppet “Front-runner” 
Despite the facts outlined above, Bokova 
continues to be touted in the establish- 
ment press as the leading candidate for 
the top UN post. THE NEw AMERICAN first 
reported on the controversial candidacy of 
Bokova more than a year ago, when the 
current UNESCO chief was declared by 
establishment propaganda outlets to be 
the “front-runner” to lead the UN. Time 
magazine, for example, touted her as “one 
of the favorites” in April, never once men- 
tioning her communist background. Also 
in April, the U.K. Daily Mail reported that 
the “Putin ally” was the “favorite to take 
the top job” at the UN after the current sec- 
retary-general, Ban Ki-moon, steps down 
at the end of 2016. Former Bulgarian com- 
munist spy Georgi Gotev, now a senior ed- 
itor at the tax-funded news service EurA- 
ctiv, has been relentlessly supporting her 
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bid for months. Writers for The Hill, the 
Economist, AFP, the Wall Street Journal, 
The Guardian, the Washington Post, and 
other establishment organs have similarly 
touted Bokova as the “front-runner.” 

The Financial Times, meanwhile, a 
newspaper that is always well represented 
at the shadowy internationalist Bilderberg 
meetings, was among the early voices to 
suggest she was the “front-runner.” “It is 
perhaps no coincidence that of all the can- 
didates touted so far the one most often 
considered to be the frontrunner is Irina 
Bokova,” reported David Clark, chair of 
the mysterious “Russia Foundation” and a 
PR operative, in one of several pieces tout- 
ing Bokova. He also claimed she “ticks 
many of the right boxes” and, in addition 
to solid support from Moscow and the 
“East,” was “said to be acceptable” to the 
Obama administration. 


child < 


as responsible 


=r efforts to indoctrinate 


“We have the collective 
and youth with the 
alues and skills — 


Slobal citizens,” 


8! fe 


Interestingly, the Times gave a remark- 
ably candid assessment of what Bokova’s 
role would be in leading humanity toward 
the much-touted globalist goal of a “New 
World Order.” “The growing demands 
from emerging countries [governments 
and dictators] of the Global South for a 
UN that reflects twenty-first century real- 
ities adds a new factor to an already com- 
plex equation,” claimed Clark. “The old 
order is dying but a new one has scarcely 
been conceived. Whoever ends up being 
tasked with responsibility for managing 
that change will need considerable skill 
to ensure that the UN is still capable of 
contributing to a peaceful, rules-based 
world order.” 

As mentioned above, both the Obama 
administration and the Kremlin reportedly 
support her candidacy. They also helped her 
secure her current post as head of UNES- 


Role model? Proposed UN Secretary-General Irina Bokova named Communist Chinese dictator Xi 
Jinping’s wife, Peng Liyuan (shown), as UNESCO’s “special envoy” on education, calling her “an 
immense role model for millions of young girls in China and beyond.” 
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CO. There are several high-ranking offi- 
cials in Washington, D.C., including U.S. 
Deputy Secretary of State Anthony Blink- 
en, who are said to be very cozy with the 
communist operative. Former Democrat 
New Mexico Governor and UN Ambassa- 
dor Bill Richardson in the United States has 
also emerged as a powerful cheerleader for 
Bokova. The brutal communist dictatorship 
in Beijing also reportedly would support 
the Bokova candidacy, as would the So- 
cialist Party-controlled French government. 


The Threat of Communists in the UN 
What does Bokova’s candidacy mean for 
the United States, for Bulgaria, and for the 
world? A great deal. 

For one, the candidacy shows clearly that 
the alleged “transition” from communism 
in Bulgaria was not all it was cracked up to 
be. But it may be even worse than it seems 
on the surface. Despite the ostensible col- 
lapse of communist slavery in Eastern Eu- 
rope, the criminals and mass murderers, in 
many cases, remain at large and, as in Bul- 
garia, are now often in positions of power at 
the national or even regional level in Brus- 
sels. None of this should be surprising to 
longtime readers of this magazine, but the 
implications are enormous. 

Among those who foretold precisely 
what is now coming out into the open in 
Bulgarian politics was Soviet KGB de- 
fector Anatoliy Golitsyn, who worked in 
communist disinformation and deception 
operations. Arguably the most important 
defector ever, virtually all of his predic- 
tions about long-term communist plans 
have come to pass, according to experts 
who have analyzed his track record. What 
he had to say is perhaps more relevant 
today, in light of Bokova’s candidacy, than 
it has ever been. 

After defecting to the West, Golitsyn 
warned of a long-range strategy being 
pursued by international communists in- 
volving supposed “liberalization” in East- 
ern Europe and the apparent collapse of 
the Soviet Union. In his 1984 book New 
Lies for Old, Golitsyn argued that the par- 
tial communist “suppression” of Eastern 
European anti-communist movements in 
the early 1980s was in fact part of the de- 
ception — an effort to dupe the West into 
believing that they represented genuine 
opposition, even while the communists 
remained in power. 
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No accidental choice: Other leading candidates 


Eventually, according to Golitsyn, those 
same communists would return openly to 
power, sometimes in coalitions with the 
infiltrated “opposition” that was guided 
from Moscow. On the creation of coali- 
tion governments with those components 
and much more, Golitsyn’s prediction 
proved exactly correct. “Western accep- 
tance of the new ‘liberalization’ as genuine 
would create favorable conditions for the 
fulfillment of communist strategy for the 
United States, Western Europe, and even, 
perhaps, Japan,” he wrote. In Bulgaria, 
the strategy appears to have been meticu- 
lously followed. Former Soviet dictator 
Mikhail Gorbachev, speaking in London 
in 2001, approvingly referred to the EU as 
the “new European Soviet.” 

Another key disinformation operation 
involved the phony “Sino-Soviet split,” 
which was manufactured for public con- 
sumption in the West. Golitsyn also ex- 
posed what, in his understanding, was 
the end goal. “When the right moment 
comes the mask will be dropped and the 
Russians with Chinese help will seek to 
impose their system on the West on their 
own terms as the culmination of a ‘Second 
October Socialist Revolution,’” he wrote 
in his 1995 follow-up book, The Perestroi- 
ka Deception. The UN would logically be 
a crucial vehicle for the agenda. So the 
fact that one of the leading candidates for 
secretary-general has for decades been a 
communist operative should be viewed in 
context — the communists never left; in- 
stead, they made long-range plans, which 
appear to be coming to fruition. 
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for UN secretary-general, including former 
Socialist International chief Antonio Guterres (left) and former Slovenian president Danilo Tiirk, 
also have records of communism, socialism, and globalism. 


The Same All Around? 

There are seven other main candidates 
for the next UN secretary-general, and 
every one of them is either a communist, 
a socialist, a globalist, or all of the above 
— and all of them would undoubtedly 
contribute to the efforts to empower 
the UN and what globalists refer to as 
the “New World Order.” Those figures 
include Antonio Guterres of Portugal, 
who led the Socialist International, the 
powerful global alliance of socialist and 
communist political parties around the 
world seeking to build a planetary socialist 
regime (and includes Bulgaria’s re-named 
Communist Party). Another lead contender 
is Slovenia’s Danilo Tiirk, whose past is 
also replete with communist activities and 
leadership positions. 

But it does not have to be bad news. 
While a corrupt communist globalist at 
the top of the UN may be seen as a major 
boost to forces seeking to reduce lib- 
erty and national sovereignty around the 
world, it might also be a major opportunity 
for freedom-loving Americans. 

Victims of the “former” communist re- 
gime in Bulgaria have been denouncing 
the “shameful” effort to push Bokova. For 
instance, a petition against Bokova’s can- 
didacy aimed at the UN Security Council 
is being circulated by Bulgarians, noting 
that authorities in the capital, Sofia, had 
nominated her despite the opposition of 
most of the public. “Irina Bokova is sup- 
ported by profoundly anti-democratic po- 
litical forces in Bulgaria,” it reads. “Her 
nomination comes as a result of their 


threats to bring down the government of 
Bulgaria.... We are appalled by her associ- 
ation with the brutal and corrupt Commu- 
nist system to which she owes her entire 
career.” In Bulgaria, of course, this is all 
common knowledge. Outside of it, how- 
ever, the press has gone out of its way to 
conceal the truth. While the international 
media has so far failed to report the most 
troubling details about Bokova, THE NEw 
AMERICAN’S online articles exposing what 
is common knowledge in Bulgaria have 
made headlines across the Eastern Euro- 
pean nation and beyond. 

And Bokova’s bid for UN secretary- 
general could actually be good news for 
broader American efforts to have the U.S. 
government finally withdraw from and 
defund the entire UN system. After all, if 
a proven communist surrounded by “ex”- 
communist spies and accused of serious 
allegations of corruption can be selected 
to lead the UN, the “dictators club” cannot 
possibly be worthy of U.S. funding or sup- 
port. In fact, under Bokova’s leadership, 
American funding for UNESCO, which 
openly celebrates its efforts to shape chil- 
dren’s values and education around the 
world, has already been yanked. Despite 
the Obama administration’s huffing and 
puffing, U.S. law bans taxpayer funding of 
any international organization that admits 
the “State of Palestine” as a member state, 
which UNESCO did in 2011 under Boko- 
va. The blow to UNESCO caused by the 
loss of U.S. funding has been devastating. 

And that is excellent news for efforts to 
get the United States out of the UN. Legis- 
lation sitting in the U.S. Congress’ House 
Foreign Affairs Committee, the American 
Sovereignty Restoration Act, would with- 
draw the U.S. government from the UN 
and evict its spy-infested headquarters 
from American soil. So as top communist 
“security” operatives scramble to install 
their agent at the head of the UN with ap- 
parent support from Western international- 
ists, it is a great chance for Americans to 
see the light, and ditch the dictators club 
once and for all. As regular readers of this 
magazine know well, the future of liberty 
and self-government around the world de- 
pends, if not on divine intervention, then 
on a major educational awakening by the 
American people. If supporters of liberty 
play their cards right, perhaps Bokova’s 
candidacy can help bring that about. 
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Ayotte or Not? 


Is this politician for me? As part of a series of articles, we give the backgrounds and voting 
records of some noteworthy U.S. politicians — both good and bad — in the 2016 election. 


by Christian Gomez 


S enator Kelly Ann Ayotte of New 


Hampshire is a freshman “moder- 
ate Republican” seeking reelection 
in what is expected to be a tough race in 
the blue-leaning Granite State. Referring 
to Ayotte’s vulnerable senate seat, top Sen- 
ate Democrat campaign strategist Tom 
Lopach told The Hill, “If I were going out 
on a race, I’d go out on New Hampshire.” 
Her opposition to a myriad of liberal 
programs and causes, such as abortion, 
ObamaCare, a campaign finance reform 
amendment to the Constitution in order 
to overturn the Supreme Court decision in 
Citizens United, Common Core, the UN 
Arms Treaty, and gun control legislation, 
has earned her the disdain of liberals and 
Democrats. 

Despite strong opposition from Demo- 
crats who hope to capture her Senate seat, 
Ayotte is certainly no conservative, much 
less a constitutionalist, as this article will 
reveal. According to THE NEW AMERICAN’S 
“Freedom Index,” which measures the fi- 
delity of congressmen to the Constitution 


www. TheNewAmerican.com 


- 


based upon their votes in either the House 
or Senate, Ayotte has a lackluster score of 
61 percent. 

While her record on the aforementioned 
issues is fairly conservative, it does not 
provide a full and accurate assessment of 
her performance in the Senate. Unfortu- 
nately, a third (39 percent) of her votes 
are against the Constitution, according 
to the “Freedom Index.” Among some 
of her most anti-constitutional votes are 
those she has cast on appropriations bills 
and other budget-related issues, so-called 
clean energy, the crony capitalist Export- 
Import Bank, “immigration reform” (i.e., 
amnesty), and ObamaTrade with regard to 
Trade Promotion Authority. 


Appropriations and Budget 

On her 2010 campaign website, Kelly 
Ayotte rightly stated, “Congress cannot 
continue to spend money that we do not 
have, and burden our children with a debt 
they cannot afford.” She also stressed, 
“We need to return to a fiscally respon- 
sible, common sense approach to spend- 
ing,” further vowing to “eliminate out of 


control, wasteful government spending.” 
Unfortunately her voting record in this 
regard has not always reflected her cam- 
paign promises. 

On October 16, 2013, following an im- 
passe with the House of Representatives 
over the continuing appropriations bill, 
Senator Ayotte voted for a bipartisan ver- 
sion of the bill (H.R. 2775) that did not 
defund ObamaCare but instead suspended 
the federal debt limit through February 7, 
2014, and continued to fund government 
operations through January 15, 2014 at the 
2013 post-sequestration spending levels. 

A few months later, Ayotte yet again 
broke her promise to “rein-in wasteful 
spending” when she voted for the om- 
nibus appropriations bill (H.R. 3547) on 
January 16, 2014. Providing about $1.1 
trillion in discretionary spending for nu- 
merous federal departments and agencies 
in fiscal 2014, this amounted to “a 2.6 
percent increase in discretionary spending 
compared to the sequester-reduced level 
for fiscal 2013,” according to the “Free- 
dom Index.” 

Ayotte’s vote was both fiscally and con- 
stitutionally irresponsible, as it authorized 
hundreds of billions of taxpayer dollars 
to fund federal departments not autho- 
rized under the Constitution, such as Ag- 
riculture, Education, Energy, Commerce, 
Homeland Security, Labor, Transportation, 
and Veteran Affairs. Nevertheless, Ayotte 
and the other so-called “moderates” in her 
party, such as Senators Lisa Murkowski 
(R-Alaska), Susan Collins (R-Maine), and 
Mark Kirk (R-III.), joined with Harry Reid 
(D-Nev.) and the Democrats to pass this 
behemoth-sized spending bill. 


Environment 

Another notable instance when Senator 
Ayotte broke with conservatives and sided 
with President Obama and progressive lib- 
eral Democrats was when she announced 
her support for the Obama administration’s 
sweeping new EPA “clean power plan” 
(CPP). The CPP calls for existing power 
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Energy poverty: On October 25, 2016, Senator Kelly Ayotte (R-N.H.) broke with Senate 
Republicans and conservatives, announcing her support of President Obama’s sweeping new EPA 
“clean power plan,” though “renewable energy” cannot reliably power our country. 


plants to reduce their carbon emissions 32 
percent from 2005 levels by 2030. 

NERA Economic Consulting, an inde- 
pendent non-partisan global firm that is 
“dedicated to applying economic, finance, 
and quantitative principles to complex 
business and legal challenges,” according 
its website, released an analysis of the eco- 
nomic ramifications of complying with the 
CPP regulations. The costs for complying 
with the CPP will run as much as $39 bil- 
lion a year for both consumers and busi- 
nesses. NERA also projects that the plan 
“could total nearly $300 billion from 2022 
to 2033.” Ultimately consumers are likely 
to foot the expensive bill. NERA estimates 
that 41 states will face double-digit in- 
creases in the cost of electricity, with “28 
states potentially facing peak year electric- 
ity price increases of at least 20 percent.” 

Despite these implications, Ayotte 
stands firm with President Obama in com- 
bating the supposed threat of anthropogen- 
ic global warming or “climate change.” In 
a press statement, Ayotte said: 


After carefully reviewing this plan 
and talking with members of our 
business community, environmen- 
tal groups, and other stakeholders, 
I have decided to support the Clean 
Power Plan to address climate change 
through clean energy solutions that 
will protect our environment. 


On November 17, 2015, Senator Ayotte 
voted against Senate Joint Resolution 
24, introduced by Senator Shelley Moore 
Capito (R-W.V.), which would block the 
CPP regulations for existing power plants. 
That same day, Ayotte also voted against 
Senate Joint Resolution 23, introduced by 
Senate Majority Leader Mitch McConnell 
(R-Ky.), which would also block the im- 
plementation of the EPA’s CPP standards 
for newly built or modified power plants. 

Despite initially vowing to vote against 
any new radical environmental initiatives 
that would result in price increases, Ayotte 
has come out of the closet as a full-fledged 
greenie, eager to advance the president’s 


Ultimately consumers are likely to foot the expensive 
bill. NERA estimates that 41 states will face double- 

digit increases in the cost of electricity, with “28 states 
potentially facing peak year electricity price increases 


of at least 20 percent.” 
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supposed anti-climate change agenda. 
Under “Energy and Water,” on Ayotte’s 
official Senate website, it states: “Kelly 
believes that climate change is real, hu- 
mans significantly contribute to it, and it 
needs to be addressed.” 

In order to address this alleged threat 
to the environment, on October 29, 2015, 
Senator Ayotte joined with three of the 
Senate’s top moderate and liberal Repub- 
licans, Lamar Alexander (R-Tenn.), Mark 
Kirk (R-IIl.), and Lindsey Graham (R- 
S.C.), to establish the Senate Energy and 
Environment Working Group. 

During consideration of the Keystone 
XL Pipeline Act (S.1), Senator Ayotte 
voted against an amendment offered by 
Senator Pat Toomey (R-Pa.) that would 
have exempted power plant units that 
burn coal refuse from complying with the 
EPA’s unconstitutional and burdensome 
Cross State Air Pollution Rule and the 
Mercury and Air Toxics Standards. She 
also voted against an amendment offered 
by Senator Mike Lee (R-Utah) that would 
have expedited applications to drill on fed- 
eral public lands and limit further govern- 
ment interference. 

Ayotte also voted against the “U.S.-Chi- 
na Greenhouse Gas Agreement Amend- 
ment.” This amendment, offered by Repub- 
lican Senator Roy Blunt of Missouri, would 
have expressed the sense of the Senate that 
“the United States should not be a signa- 
tory to any bilateral or other international 
agreement on greenhouse gases if it would 
result in serious harm to the economy of 
the United States.” Ayotte voted against 
another amendment offered by fellow Re- 
publican Senator Steve Daines of Montana 
that would have expressed the sense of 
Congress that the designation of national 
monuments on federal lands should require 
the approval of the governor and state leg- 
islature of the state in which that portion of 
federal land resides. 

Instead of voting for those Republican- 
or conservative-sponsored amendments, 
Ayotte voted for amendments offered by 
liberal Democrats and other pro-environ- 
mentalist “moderate Republicans” such as 
herself. Not surprisingly, Ayotte voted for 
an amendment offered by Senator Brian 
Schatz (D-Hawaii) that expressed the 
sense of Congress that climate change is 
real and that man-made pollution signifi- 
cantly contributes to climate change. 
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Ayotte also voted for an amendment of- 
fered by Senator Ron Wyden (D-Ore.) to 
close a tax code “loophole” that exempts 
tar sands producers from paying into the 
Oil Spill Liability Trust Fund (OSLTF), 
which was enacted into law by President 
George H. W. Bush when he signed the Oil 
Pollution Act (OPA) in 1990. Two years 
after President Bush signed the OPA, he 
attended the United Nations Earth Sum- 
mit in Rio de Janeiro — where he signed 
Agenda 21, the UN’s global socialist 
scheme for “sustainable development.” 

She also voted for an amendment of- 
fered by Senator Tom Udall (D-N.M.) 
that would set a goal for 25 percent of the 
United States’ electricity consumption to 
come from renewable sources by 2025, 
despite the fact that no renewable source 
has proven to be effective — with the ex- 
ception of hydroelectric power, which re- 
alistically cannot be increased. 

All of these no and yes votes Ayotte 
cast during consideration of the Keystone 
bill were of a “pro-environment position,” 
according to the League of Conservation 
Voters’ “National Environmental Score- 
card.” However, Ayotte ultimately voted 
for the Keystone pipeline, a vote that she 
is sure to boast about to her conservative 
constituents in the primary while touting 
her “pro-environment” votes to prospec- 
tive moderate and liberal voters in the 
general election. 

Other votes she can add to her envi- 
ronmentalist repertoire include voting 
for Senator Michael Bennet’s (D-Colo.) 
amendment to the Senate version of the 
fiscal 2016 budget (S. Con. Res. 11) that 
called for creating a deficit-neutral re- 
serve fund related to responding to the 
economic and national security “threat” 
climate change poses to the United 
States. And during consideration of 
the Every Child Achieves Act of 2015 
(S. 1177), Ayotte voted for an amend- 
ment offered by Senator Ed Markey 
(D-Mass.) that would establish a K-12 
grant program for “climate change 
education.” According to the League 
of Conservation Voters, “Participat- 
ing states would compete for grants in 
order to create climate change science 
and solutions curriculum, teacher train- 
ings, and to achieve sustainable building 
standards.” Unfortunately, her liberal 
progressive streak doesn’t end here. 
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Export-Import Bank 

Senator Ayotte has been a faithful and 
consistent supporter of the crony capital- 
ist Export-Import Bank, voting to reau- 
thorize it in 2012 and 2015. In fact, on 
July 30, 2015, the Senate passed a bipar- 
tisan highway transportation bill (H.R. 
22) that included an amendment reautho- 
rizing the Export-Import Bank, which she 
co-sponsored. 

“It’s encouraging that the Senate has 
voted on a strong bipartisan basis to renew 
the Export-Import Bank, which helps sup- 
port American jobs and returns billions to 
the Treasury for deficit reduction,” Ayotte 
said in a press release shortly after passage 
of the bill with her amendment. Interest- 
ingly, the press release also noted that in 
December 2014, “Ayotte hosted Export- 
Import Bank Chairman Fred Hochberg in 
Nashua, where they met with New Hamp- 
shire exporters to discuss Ex-Im.” 

For those unfamiliar with the Export- 
Import Bank, it was originally created 
under President Franklin Roosevelt’s New 
Deal in order to subsidize U.S. exports 
during the Great Depression and World 
War II. Since then it has become the em- 
bodiment of crony capitalism in America. 
As this author has previously explained 
in THE NEW AMERICAN, the Ex-Im Bank 


receives its funds from the U.S. Trea- 
sury from money created out of thin air, 
which eventually results in increased taxes 
and inflation. After the Ex-Im Bank gets 
these funds, it then loans them at lower- 
than-market-value rates with long-term 
deferred due dates to countries such as 
Russia, China, and Pakistan, which in turn 
use those funds to purchase goods from 
specific U.S. companies, such as Boeing. 

In fact, a nickname for the Ex-Im Bank 
is the “Bank of Boeing,” because Boeing 
receives nearly 40 percent of the funds that 
the Ex-Im Bank discharges so that coun- 
tries purchase its aircraft. In the event 
that the loan recipient country becomes 
delinquent or fails to repay the loan, the 
U.S. taxpayer foots the bill. To put it suc- 
cinctly, in the words of former Congress- 
man Ron Paul (R-Texas) from a newsletter 
he penned in 1980, “The Soviets get the 
goods. The big banks and companies get 
the profits. And the taxpayer gets the bill.” 


Immigration Reform 

When it comes to illegal immigration, 

Senator Ayotte again sides with President 

Obama, while opposing Republican ef- 

forts to thwart his unconstitutional actions. 
On December 13, 2014, during consid- 

eration of the omnibus appropriations bill 


Up with amnesty: During consideration of the omnibus appropriations bill, Senator Ayotte 

voted against a constitutional point of order raised by Senator Ted Cruz (shown) over President 
Obama’s intention to utilize DHS funds from the bill to fund his unconstitutional executive action 
granting amnesty to illegal aliens. 
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(H.R. 83), Senator Ayotte voted against 
a constitutional point of order raised by 
Senator Ted Cruz (R-Texas) that the ap- 
propriations bill violated the Constitu- 
tion’s separation of powers, enumeration 
of powers, and the president’s obligation 
to faithfully execute the laws, because the 
bill’s DHS (Department of Homeland Se- 
curity) funding would be used to imple- 
ment President Obama’s unconstitutional 
executive order granting “deferred action” 
(aka amnesty) to an estimated four to five 
million illegal aliens in the United States. 

On February 27, 2015, Ayotte voted 
for a new version of the Department of 
Homeland Security appropriations bill 
(H.R. 240), in the form of an amendment 
(S. Amdt. 255) introduced by Senator 
Thad Cochran (R-Miss.), which would 
eliminate the DHS bill’s provisions pro- 
hibiting the use of funds to carry out 
President Obama’s illicit executive am- 
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nesty decree. In both instances, Ayotte 
and other members of the GOP’s liberal 
and amnesty-wing, such as Senators Co- 
chran, Kirk, McCain, and Murkowski, 
sided with Democrats to prevent blockage 
of the president’s radical amnesty agenda. 

Another unsurprising yet disappoint- 
ing vote by Ayotte was her vote in favor 
of the 2013 “Gang of Eight” “compre- 
hensive immigration reform” bill (S. 
744). This proposed legislation was the 
product of another collaborative effort 
between establishment Republicans and 
progressive Democrats seeking to deliver 
President Obama yet another landmark 
victory, while undermining the nation’s 
borders and sovereignty. This bill would 
have granted immediate legal status to the 
majority of illegal immigrants residing in 
the United States (i.e., amnesty) and estab- 
lished new visa programs for a wide range 
of low-skilled to high-skilled workers. 
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Empowering Obama: Senator Ayotte twice voted to empower President Obama with Trade 
Promotion Authority (TPA) in order to continue negotiations for the anti-sovereignty Trans-Pacific 
Partnership (TPP) and Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP). 
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Fortunately, Congress rejected this immi- 
gration bill, no thanks to Ayotte. 


ObamaTrade 

A final key policy objective that Sena- 
tor Ayotte and President Obama share is 
“fast track” of the major trade agreement 
schemes via passage of Trade Promotion 
Authority (TPA). In 2015, Ayotte twice 
voted for TPA, which relinquished what 
is constitutionally, under Article II, Sec- 
tion 2, Clause 2, Congress’ power to pro- 
vide advice and consent to the president in 
order to make treaties. TPA relinquished 
this power completely to the execu- 
tive branch, thus empowering President 
Obama to continue what at the time were 
secret negotiations for the Trans-Pacific 
Partnership (TPP) and the still-secretive 
Transatlantic Trade and Investment Part- 
nership (TTIP). 

Despite not taking a public position about 
whether or not she supports the controver- 
sial TPP and TTIP agreements, her TPA 
votes make it much easier for Congress to 
pass both agreements with little to no ob- 
struction. Because of TPA, Congress can 
limit debate and prohibit the attachment of 
amendments to either the TPP or TTIP when 
they are brought up for a vote. Furthermore, 
TPA lowers the threshold necessary for pas- 
sage to a simple majority (50 percent plus 
one) of voting senators. If brought up in 
a lame duck session, Ayotte is considered 
a favorable vote to advance Obama’s so- 
called free-trade agenda. The TPP and TTIP 
are not “trade” agreements in the traditional 
meaning of the word, but rather schemes to 
establish regional economic unions pat- 
terned after the European Union. More 
honestly called a Trans-Pacific Union and 
Transatlantic Union, both the TPP the TTIP 
would undermine U.S. sovereignty. 

While certainly not all of her votes 
have been against the Constitution, those 
outlined above are but some of the most 
glaring examples of why Senator Ayotte 
cannot be regarded as a constitutionalist. 
It is because of Republicans like her that 
even when the Democratic Party is voted 
out of power, their liberal, unconstitu- 
tional, big-government agenda proceeds 
unfettered. Her present inconstancy to 
constitutional principles, which initially 
propelled her into office, leaves little 
wonder why she is currently struggling 
in her bid for reelection. Mi 
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AMERICAN PRINCIPLES 


What Type of 
Government Do We Have? 


Although the United States of America has 
more than 320 million citizens — making 
her the world’s third most-populous coun- 
try — few Americans know what type of 
government we actually have. While most 
of us understand that, in some sense, our 
government is understood to belong to the 
people — to be the servant and not the mas- 
ter — there is widespread confusion over 
how our system of government is supposed 
to work, and even what type of government 
we have. Many Americans believe that we 
live in a democracy. This claim is almost 
universally accepted in the news media, but 
is it true? If the United States of America is 
a “democracy,” then why, in the Pledge of 
Allegiance that used to be universally re- 
cited by schoolchildren every morning, is 
reference made to the “republic (not “de- 
mocracy”) for which it (the flag) stands”? 
Why is the famous war hymn not entitled 
“The Battle Hymn of the Democracy”? 
The American Founders took pains to 
distinguish republics from other forms of 
government, including democracy. In The 
Federalist, No. 10, James Madison clearly 
spells out the difference between democra- 
cies and republics. A “pure democracy” he 
defined as “‘a society consisting of a small 
number of citizens, who assemble and ad- 
minister the government in person,” while 
a “republic” is “a government in which 
the scheme of representation takes place.” 
Based on the example of the ancient Greek 
city-states, Madison opined that democra- 
cies are inherently unstable and short-lived, 
“spectacles of turbulence and contention” 
that were actually injurious to liberty. De- 
mocracy in theory was more beloved of 
egalitarians (later named socialists) than 
of true partisans of liberty. Wrote Madison: 


Theoretic politicians, who have pa- 
tronized this species of government, 
have erroneously supposed that by re- 
ducing mankind to a perfect equality 
in their political rights, they would, at 
the same time, be perfectly equalized 
and assimilated in their possessions, 
their opinions, and their passions. 
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In fact, as Madison wrote those words, 
Revolutionary France was inaugurat- 
ing its bloody experimentation with de- 
mocracy, an exercise in misguided uto- 
pianism that led to the death of millions 
of Frenchmen and the rise of the ambi- 
tious dictator Napoleon Bonaparte, who 
promptly spread the despotic misery in 
France all across Europe. 

Madison was not alone among the 
Founders in his contempt for democracy. 
Said Alexander Hamilton in 1788, “The 
ancient democracies in which the people 
themselves deliberated never possessed 
one good feature of government. Their 
very character was tyranny; their figure 
deformity.” And, he reminded his col- 
leagues at the Constitutional Convention, 
“We are a Republican Government. Real 
liberty is never found in despotism or in 
the extremes of Democracy.” 

Fisher Ames, who served in Congress 
during Washington’s presidency, charac- 
terized democracy as “a government by 
the passions of the multitude, or, no less 
correctly, according to the vices and ambi- 
tions of their leaders.” 

Democracy, which literally means 
“rule of the people,” amounts to majori- 
tarian rule, a system whereby the pas- 
sions of the majority negate the rights of 
the minority — “two wolves and a sheep 
voting on what to eat for dinner,” as one 
wag put it. In practice, then, democracy 
is always unstable and actually conducive 
to tyranny, as the French found out by bit- 
ter experience. 

By contrast, in republics, the instabil- 
ity occasioned by direct self-government 
is tempered by the “scheme of representa- 
tion.” Delegation of government duties to 
elected officials, stated Madison, would 
“refine and enlarge the public views, by 
passing them through the medium of a 
chosen body of citizens, whose wisdom 
may best discern the true interest of their 
country, and whose patriotism and love of 
justice will be least likely to sacrifice it to 
temporary or partial considerations.” Put 
otherwise, republics, by ensuring that de- 
cisions are made by bodies of elected or 
appointed magistrates, are far less likely to 
act precipitously and unwisely, especially 


in times of crisis or public agitation. This 
is because duly-appointed government 
bodies have the ability to deliberate, which 
the general public does not. 

But there’s more to it than that. The way 
to guarantee the stability of a republic is 
by framing laws that limit and define the 
powers of government, as with our Consti- 
tution. In this way, the rights of all citizens 
— not merely the majority — will be pro- 
tected, and liberty secured. Thus, as Ames 
observed, a properly constituted republic 
“differs more widely from a democracy 
than a democracy from a despotism.” 

To be sure, the term “republic” meant 
something different to the Romans, Ve- 
netians, and other Old World antecedents 
than to the Founding Fathers. Technically, 
European republics were “mixed” repub- 
lics, consisting of an aristocratic element 
alongside a popular one. The Roman Sen- 
ate, for example, was an aristocratic body 
similar to the British House of Lords, and 
its purpose was to ensure the perpetuity 
of the Roman privileged class established 
during the pre-republican monarchy. 

In the American republic, however, 
there is no aristocratic component. Be- 
cause of this, the American republic may 
be called the first “pure republic.” 

Nevertheless, the notion that the United 
States is a “democracy” is very widespread. 
Is there any sense in which it is true? Cer- 
tainly our electoral system is partially demo- 
cratic. In other words, many of our political 
leaders at the national, state, and local level 
are chosen at the ballot box. But even with 
our electoral system, the democratic princi- 
ple is far from universal. Federal judges and 
Cabinet chiefs are appointed and confirmed 
by presidents and Congress, not voted on by 
the people. The president himself — to the 
consternation of pro-democracy partisans 
— is appointed by an Electoral College, not 
elected by popular vote. 

Thus, while our electoral system is part- 
ly democratic, and other features of direct 
democracy, such as town hall meetings 
and referenda, are found here and there, 
the United States was created to be, and 
remains (at least in intent), a republic — a 
government of laws, and not of men. Hf 

— CHARLES SCALIGER 
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BOOK REVIEW 


MYTHS AND MANAGING HISTORY 


History is not only “written by the victors,” but by “the ignorant,” “the biased,” and “the 
devious.” The book reviewed here fills in important missing pieces of American history. 


by Fr. James Thornton 


To the Victor Go the Myths & Monu- 
ments: The History of the First 100 Years 
of the War Against God and the Consti- 
tution, 1776-1876, and Its Modern Im- 
pact, by Arthur R. Thompson, Appleton, 
Wisconsin: American Opinion Foundation 
Publishing, 2016, 492 pages, hardcover. 


o the Victor Go the Myths & Mon- 
[Pimens is a historical overview of 

the first 100 years of our country’s 
existence, as well as being much, much 
more. The author explains that those who 
study history soon discover that history 
books do not always contain the entire 
story, which often happens because of 
space constraints or because an author 
is unaware of certain facts. History can 
also be restricted to selected portions of 
the true story because of an author’s bias, 
his agenda, or because he is serving the 
agenda of others. A history in which facts 
are deliberately ignored or in which the 
author creates “facts” distorts the true 
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picture of past events. Such distortions, 
built up over time, can have deadly ef- 
fects on a people and on nations. As 
George Orwell (whom the author quotes 
on the title page) put it many years ago, 
“The most effective way to destroy a 
people is to deny and obliterate their own 
understanding of their history.” 

If, in addition to distortions of the his- 
torical record, one adds another factor — 
the intentional “dumbing down” of a peo- 
ple — then the disintegration of a country 
can be accomplished even more quickly. 
I refer here to the modern phenomenon of 
large numbers of high-school or even col- 
lege graduates who are unable to find the 
Pacific Ocean on an unlabeled map of the 
world, or to arrange major events or his- 
torical personages in chronological order 
(i.e., that Washington lived before the 
Civil War and that John F. Kennedy was 
president a century after that conflict). 
Even the ability to use and understand the 
English language has fallen on hard times. 
The vocabulary of the average young per- 
son has dwindled alarmingly; a diminish- 
ing vocabulary means a diminishing abil- 
ity to understand the lessons of history or 
to grasp today’s crucial issues. Thus, one 
can see why control of education has long 
been a major objective to those desiring 
revolutionary changes in America. 

Another component that assists in dis- 
torting the past in order to shape the future 
is the control of the publication and distri- 
bution of books, especially history books. 
Of course, there are independent publishers, 
but their books do not usually receive the 
promotion and publicity given to establish- 
ment publishers, such as favorable reviews 
in major newspapers and magazines. As the 
author points out, books such as None Dare 
Call It Treason and None Dare Call It Con- 
spiracy sold six to 12 million copies each 
in the 1960s and ’70s, yet despite the fact 
that they were bestsellers, neither received 
serious notice in the mass media. 

To the Victor Go the Myths & Monu- 
ments, by John Birch Society (the parent 


organizaion of The New American) CEO 
Arthur R. Thompson, is both very broad and 
very detailed in its scope. Since space does 
not allow an examination here of all of the 
periods covered, I will concentrate on two 
important ones: the decades after American 
independence and the period leading to the 
Civil War. 

In the decades following independence, 
conspirators and radicals wished to propel 
our country in the direction followed by 
the revolutionary regime in France, with 
its bloody extermination of opponents and 
potential opponents, and its highly central- 
ized government. The author writes: “The 
American War for Independence produced 
a country that in many respects was the op- 
posite of what would be produced by the 
French Revolution. It became a struggle be- 
tween two opposing forces, good and evil, 
manifested in their governments, and as a 
result a struggle over the New World geog- 
raphy and people that the New and the Old 
World governments would govern.” Our 
American Revolution did not aim at the 
destruction of the social system of Colonial 
America. It aimed simply at guaranteeing 
that Americans (who at that time were over- 
whelmingly English) would enjoy all of the 
rights of other Englishmen. Because of the 
intransigence of the British government at 
that time, that guarantee could only come 
about through independence. The French 
Revolution, by way of contrast, aimed at 
the systematic dismantling of traditional 
France, the destruction of its social system, 
and the extirpation of religion. 

Those who have studied that period in 
depth know that the French Revolution was 
the product of the machinations of a group 
known as the Illuminati, the members of 
which opposed Christianity and Christian 
government, which they sought to replace 
with a godless despotism. People of the 
same mentality, mostly agents of the French 
revolutionary government, worked to ac- 
complish similar objectives in America, 
using inflammatory rhetoric to try to incite 
rebellion and chaos. They were particularly 
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hostile toward President Washington and 
the new Constitution since the president was 
conservative in outlook, opposing any radi- 
calism, and the Constitution was an instru- 
ment of governance that upheld both liberty, 
on the one hand, and a stable conservatism, 
on the other. Placing limits on government 
power, the Constitution was especially de- 
tested by the radicals. Through secret so- 
cieties controlled by or heavily influenced 
by French agents, it was hoped that a mass 
insurrection could be fomented. As in revo- 
lutionary France, an explosion of mob vio- 
lence could bring radicals to power. As the 
book notes, that nearly happened during the 
administration of John Adams. 

In short, the activities of revolutionary 
France and its supporters in the newly in- 
dependent America were much the same as 
the activities of the USSR and its supporters 
in America in the 20th century — to subvert 
and overthrow the legitimate government 
of the United States and to replace it with 
a revolutionary dictatorship. The conspira- 
tors failed then, but they did not give up. 

During the first half of the 19th century, 
the issue seized upon by the enemies of 
our Constitutional Republic was slavery. 
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Their strategy was as old as warfare itself: 
“divide and conquer.” The author writes, 
“The English abolished slavery peacefully 
in 1833 and provided £20 million plus an 
apprenticeship for ex-slaves — a great 
deal cheaper than waging war. And they 
did not have to kill two-thirds of a million 
men-at-arms and untold numbers of civil- 
ians to accomplish the end of slavery, as 
the Conspiracy did in America.” 
Extremists in the North, who were often 
socialists in outlook and therefore not 
only opposed private ownership of slaves 
but private ownership of property as well, 
made incendiary speeches and published 
diatribes against the South and its people. In 
1859, the infamous John Brown launched a 
raid on a military armory in Harpers Ferry, 
Virginia (now in West Virginia), hoping to 
arm slaves after inciting a mass slave in- 
surrection. Brown was captured, convicted 
of treason against the State of Virginia, and 
hanged. That, however, served to inflame 
passions further. For Northern abolition- 
ists, Brown was a martyr whose death won 
many new adherents to their cause. In the 
South, thoughts of a slave insurrection 
sent shivers of horror through the entire 


populace and created boundless resent- 
ment, even hatred, of the North. To rabid 
abolitionists all Southerners were evil and 
the whole of their society was deserving of 
obliteration. To Southerners, it seemed like 
the whole of the North not only was against 
them, but sought their annihilation. 

Only a small percentage of the Southern 
population were slave owners, so it was 
not the defense of slavery that motivated 
Southerners — it was that they were fierce- 
ly independent and therefore resented being 
pushed around by outsiders. So it was that 
firebrands on both sides, often with con- 
nections to Conspiracy-directed organiza- 
tions or unknowingly manipulated by such 
organizations, fanned the flames of war. 
Many abolitionists argued for the disunion 
of the South from the other states before 
the war, yet once the war was under way, 
they became fanatical unionists, scream- 
ing for blood. With the election of Abra- 
ham Lincoln in 1860, the fuse was ignited, 
and at the end of the bloodiest war in our 
history, the Conspiracy achieved its goals: 
The South was devastated, its social system 
largely overturned; state sovereignty was 
greatly weakened; and the process toward 
ever-greater centralization under the federal 
government was set in motion. 

Arthur R. Thompson’s book is superb, 
indeed a “must read.” Some of the partic- 
ulars about certain important figures and 
events in America’s history will aston- 
ish readers. Very often, while reviewing 
events during the country’s first 100 years, 
he brings out analogous events from our 
own time, so better to illustrate the simi- 
larities of the dangers experienced then 
and now. Moving back and forth from the 
past to the present and then back again 
shows that threats to the liberty and inde- 
pendence of our land are nothing new. AI- 
most from the beginning, America repre- 
sented a magnificent prize much coveted 
by the representatives of evil. And just as 
they will not relent, so too must patriotic 
Americans be relentless in repelling their 
intrigues and deception. 

Most importantly, the author affirms 
that the situation is far from hopeless. 
Through persistence, organization, and 
coordinated effort, we can be victorious, 
thereby assuring the blessings of liberty 
for ourselves and for our progeny. 


To order the book, see page 1. 
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Card Collectors Unite 


Apolice officer in Cleveland, Ohio, stepped 
in to save the day when another boy stole 
nine-year-old Bryce’s Pokemon card col- 
lection. When some of the boy’s cards 
could not be retrieved, Officer Jimmy Gro- 
tenrath went home to search for his own 
card collection to donate it to the little boy. 

CNN reported that Bryce spent three 
years building his collection of trading 
cards. On May 20, another young boy 
snatched Bryce’s binder that held his trea- 
sured collection right out of his hands. 

Bryce’s parents called the police and 
Officer Grotenrath arrived on the scene. 
He and his partner were able to retrieve the 
majority of Bryce’s cards, with the help 
of some neighborhood children. “Some of 
the neighborhood kids were actually able 
to help us locate this boy,” Grotenrath told 
CNN. “We talked to the boy’s parents and 
the parents confronted the boy. He brought 
the cards back out and handed them over 
and apologized.” 

To Bryce’s disappointment, some of the 
cards were missing from the collection. 
Fortunately, Officer Grotenrath was once 
a Pokemon card collector himself. 

“T knew I had some old Pokemon cards 
at home,” he said. “So I looked in the 
closet and noticed a binder.... I told my 
sergeant and lieutenant I had some cards I 
wanted to give [this boy], so the next day 
my partner and I went back to his house.” 

Though Grotenrath did not indicate 
just how valuable his donated collection 
was, he did note that there were some first 
editions and holographics cards, both of 
which are valued by collectors. 

When Grotenrath delivered his cards to 
Bryce, the two reportedly spent time to- 
gether looking over their collections. 

For Grotenrath, it was a great day. 
“Anything we can do to put a smile on 
a citizen’s face, is a job well done in our 
book,” he wrote on his Facebook page, 
along with a photo of him and Bryce. 


Cubs for Coping 


Twenty-year-old Nicole Javorsky of New 
York City has paid it forward after a mas- 
sive show of support from her commu- 
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nity inspired her to overcome her struggle 
with anorexia, the Good News Network 
reported on May 18. 

Javorsky recalled being hospitalized in 
2010 at age 14 for anorexia, during which 
time she was virtually cut off from the 
outside world, with the exception of her 
parents. 

And though her hospitalization was 
often lonely, she received stuffed animals 
as presents from her friends and neigh- 
bors, which served as positive reminders 
that she is loved. “Reminders that there 
are people in my life and they care about 
me and want to help me get through this,” 
Javorsky says. 

Two years later, Nicole decided that she 
too would like to provide such reminders 
to others who are struggling. In 2012, she 
created Cubs for Coping, a non-profit that 
makes and supplies teddy bears to children 
who need them, such as those in homeless 
shelters, or in hospitals. Thus far, Nicole’s 
charity has donated nearly 400 bears, and 
it is now partnering with college groups 
that host bear-making events on campus. 

The Cubs for Coping website explains, 
“Each teddy bear we donate is unique, just 
like the people we give them to. Personal- 
ized items help people remember that others 
care about them. We remind young people 
facing tough times that they are not alone.” 

It is Nicole’s hope that she can provide 
a glimmer of hope and inspiration to those 
who are in the place where she once was. 
“T’m not the most qualified person to solve 
the problems that are out there, and I have 
a lot to learn. But, I can get involved, add 
a bit of positivity, make a difference and 
have fun doing it.” 


The Company of Strangers 


Acouple in Auburn, Massachusetts, provid- 
ed some solace to the family of a fallen po- 
lice officer by assuring the family that their 
loved one was not alone when he perished. 
WCVB 5 reported that Auburn Police 
Officer Ronald Tarentino was fatally shot 
during a routine traffic stop on May 22. 
Tammy Lemeioux and her husband were 
just getting into bed when they heard the 
gunshots and looked out their window. 


THE GOODNESS OF AMERICA 


According to MassLive, the couple first 
thought the sound was fireworks, until 
they saw the officer on the ground. “We 
opened the windows, we heard him, seen 
him at the police car on the ground yell- 
ing for help, dispatching: ‘I’m down. I’m 
down. I’ve been shot. I’ve been hit. Help, 
help. Please help me,’” Lemeioux said. 

Tammy and her husband quickly 
grabbed towels and ran outside to treat the 
injured officer. “He just kept saying he’s 
in a lot of pain and I kept telling him, ‘It’s 
going to be OK. It’s going to be OK. Stay 
still. Help is on its way,’” she said. 

During Officer Tarentino’s final mo- 
ments, Tammy held his hand. 

Tammy and her husband were glad to 
have been with Tarentino when he needed 
them. They indicated that they have not 
been able to sleep since that fateful night 
as their hearts go out to the officer’s fam- 
ily. “God bless them. I hope they can get 
through this,” she said. “I just want them to 
know he was comforted; he wasn’t alone.” 

The man responsible for the shooting 
— Jorge Zambrano — was killed by law 
enforcement after a long standoff, reported 
MassLive. 


Fire Rescue 


Thanks to the intervention of a passerby, 
a family of six escaped from their burning 
house on May 24. 

An unnamed driver was headed home in 
San Jose, California, at approximately 2:00 
a.m. when he noticed smoke coming from a 
house, Mercury News reported. He stopped 
his vehicle and knocked on the family’s 
door until they awoke and exited the house. 

The sleeping family was unaware that 
their house was on fire. They later learned 
that the fire had originated in the attic. 

NBC Bay Area News reported that the 
family made it out of the house just before 
the roof partially collapsed. 

The driver left the scene before he could 
be identified, but the San Jose Fire De- 
partment recognized the important role he 
played. “It was a great thing on his part to 
notify the family and get them out of that 
structure,” Captain Chris Salcido said. 

— RAVEN CLABOUGH 
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Taft vs. Eisenhower 1952: The GOP Loses Its Soul 


Through deceit, verbal attacks, and GOP rulemaking, the Eastern Republican establishment 
nominated liberal Dwight Eisenhower as the GOP presidential nominee in 1952. 


AP Images 


A true conservative: Senator Robert A. Taft of Ohio emerged as a potential Republican candidate 
in 1940, but forces determined to get the United States into the war in Europe favored the 
interventionist Wendell Willkie instead. Taft, a noninverventionist, said he saw no reason to fight 
socialism in Europe while implementing it at home. 


by Steve Byas 


publican and Democrat National Party 

Conventions have nominated presiden- 
tial candidates who garnered the most del- 
egates and were presumed to be the nomi- 
nee prior to the first bang of the gavel at 
the convention. In fact, recent conventions 
have typically been well-scripted events 
intended to give the party’s choice a major 
public-relations boost going into the fall 
election campaign. But the conventions 
have not always been beauty pageants for 
the presumptive nominees, and may not be 
this year for either presumptive nominee, 
Donald Trump or Hillary Clinton. 

In 1968, for instance, the public-rela- 
tions benefit that Democrat presidential 
nominee Senator Hubert H. Humphrey 
might have derived from the convention 
in Chicago was marred not only by con- 
tentious controversy inside the convention 
hall, but even more so by the riots outside. 
And 16 years earlier, at the 1952 Republi- 
can National Convention in Chicago, the 
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expected standard-bearer for the Grand 
Old Party failed to get the nomination 
after many of his delegates were disquali- 
fied and others were convinced to switch 
sides. The candidate whose nomination 
was stolen that year was Senator Robert 
A. Taft of Ohio, one of the most qualified 
men ever to seek the presidency. And the 
Grand Old Party’s nominee was General 
Dwight D. Eisenhower. 

It was the contest in which the Repub- 
lican Party sold its soul, surrendering its 
principles in exchange for a “victory” at 
the polls. 


Taft: Mr. Conservative 

The 1952 contest between Taft and Eisen- 
hower ended with defeat for those who 
wanted the Republican Party to restore 
the Republic to a nation of limited govern- 
ment, individual liberty, constitutionalism, 
free enterprise, and a traditional American 
foreign policy of America First. Technical- 
ly, the Republican Party “won” back the 
White House in 1952, but it did so at the 
cost of transforming itself into a pale imi- 


tation of the big-government Democratic 
Party. And by so doing, Americans were 
often left with election contests where 
neither major-party candidate genuinely 
supported rolling back the size and scope 
of government, the campaign rhetoric not- 
withstanding. 

When Senator Taft announced his 
candidacy in the Republican Conference 
Room at the U.S. Capitol for the Republi- 
can nomination in 1952, he explained his 
campaign would be about “liberty rather 
than the principles of socialism,” and the 
“restoration of a government of honesty 
and integrity.” 

In the “wilderness years” of the Re- 
publican Party from the Great Depression 
through World War II, Taft had been the 
undisputed leader of the opposition to 
the ever-increasing size of government 
led by the Roosevelt and Truman presi- 
dencies, earning him the adulatory titles 
of “Mr. Republican” and “Mr. Conser- 
vative.” When, in 1946, the Republicans 
ran a congressional campaign of “Had 
Enough?,” after nearly 20 years of unin- 
terrupted Democrat rule in Congress, and 
won both houses, it was Taft who emerged 
as the unquestioned leader of the trium- 
phant Republican Party. 

The Republican-led 80th Congress of 
the United States was derided by President 
Harry Truman, in his 1948 presidential 
campaign, as the “do-nothing” Congress. 
But in reality, the 80th Congress was one of 
the most productive in American history. 
This Congress reduced taxes, balanced the 
federal budget, reduced the national debt, 
and laid the groundwork for the postwar 
economic boom. The Congress accom- 
plished much of this by removing wartime 
price controls, and by removing much of 
the regulatory burden that had hampered 
business for years. And Congress did this 
under the able leadership of Taft. 

With an eye toward limiting the 
alarming growth of presidential power 
under Franklin Roosevelt, who had been 
elected four times, shattering the strong 
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two-term tradition going back to George 
Washington and Thomas Jefferson, the 
Congress enacted the 22nd Amendment 
in 1947, limiting the president to two 
terms in office. The states ratified the 
proposal in 1951. 

Perhaps no piece of legislation is more 
closely associated with Taft, and has had 
more lasting influence in the country, 
than the Taft-Hartley Act of 1947. This 
law outlawed the practice of the “closed 
shop,” where workers must belong to 
the union as a condition of employment, 
by allowing states to become “Right to 
Work” states, where each individual 
worker in a “union shop” has the free- 
dom to choose whether or not to join the 
union. This contrasted sharply with the 
New Deal-era Wagner Act, which practi- 
cally insured closed shops. 

Taft, the son of President William 
Howard Taft (1909-1913), 
had won election to the Sen- 
ate in the important “swing 
state” (they did not call them 
“purple states” back then) 
of Ohio in 1938. He was re- 
elected in 1944 and 1950. But 
in the latter campaign, Taft’s 
authorship of the Taft-Hartley 
law had made him the number 
one enemy of the labor union 
bosses, who unleashed their 
wrath against him in much 
that same way that, in more 
recent years, union bosses 
tried unsuccessfully to unseat 
Governor Scott Walker of 
Wisconsin. 

So intense was Big Labor’s 
opposition to Taft that there 
were media predictions he 
would lose his 1950 reelec- 
tion bid. But not only did he 
emerge victorious, he was 
also seen as the odds-on fa- 
vorite for the GOP’s nomina- 
tion for president in 1952. 

Despite the fact that he was 
the son of a president, and 
despite winning three Senate 
races in the key battleground 
state of Ohio, powerful forc- 
es despised and feared Taft. 
And they were not all within 
the opposition Democratic 
Party. Many elites within the 
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Republican Party saw Taft as a threat to 
be stopped, not a political leader to el- 
evate to the White House. 


Like Father, Like Son? 

To understand the animosity of those who 
would oppose, and ultimately block, a Taft 
nomination in 1952, we need to go back 
to his father’s presidency. When President 
Theodore Roosevelt — a progressive Re- 
publican — retired from the presidency, 
his secretary of war, William Howard Taft, 
was nominated to replace him in 1908. 
William Howard Taft governed as a per- 
son who was not progressive enough for 
the Big Government progressive move- 
ment of the time, yet too progressive for 
more conservative Republicans. He op- 
posed two key pieces of the progressive 
agenda. One was the environmentalist 
agenda, which we have seen in our own 


Like father, like son: President William Howard Taft, Robert Taft’s father, 
Opposed the creation of the Federal Reserve System. This gained him the 
opposition of the banking cartel, and he was defeated for reelection in 1912. 
Some of the same forces that opposed him would fight to keep his son out 
of the White House in 1940, 1948, and 1952. 


time as something used by the Left to ad- 
vance more government regulation and 
control, even to the point that some more 
radical environmentalists could be seen as 
“watermelon socialists” — green on the 
outside, but red on the inside. 

But nothing angered establishment 
elites more than President Taft’s opposi- 
tion to the creation of a central banking 
system for the United States — what 
would become the Federal Reserve Sys- 
tem in 1913, the year after Taft left office. 
J.P. Morgan and other powerful banking 
interests were furious with Taft, and they 
coaxed the vain Teddy Roosevelt out of 
retirement in 1912 to challenge Taft for the 
Republican Party nomination. 

The contest between William Howard 
Taft and Teddy Roosevelt proved very 
divisive. Archie Butt, a political opera- 
tive who had been friends with both men, 
even left the country to 
avoid being caught between 
the two men. Other Repub- 
licans had to choose sides. 
For example, Warren Har- 
ding of Ohio won favor with 
more conservative Republi- 
cans when he sided with 
Taft. There were efforts by 
the pro-Roosevelt forces to 
even bring Democrats into 
the Republican nominat- 
ing process, particularly in 
Texas. 

But Taft controlled the 
party machinery, and efforts 
to overturn his nomination 
for a second presidential 
term, through such chica- 
nery as using Democrats 
in the Republican process, 
were unsuccessful. Taft won 
all the procedural fights at 
the 1912 Republican Na- 
tional Convention, and he 
was renominated. 

But Teddy Roosevelt did 
not withdraw from the race 
and accept the judgment of 
the Republican National 
Convention. Instead, at the 
urging of Morgan and oth- 
ers, he quickly launched his 
Progressive Party third-par- 
ty ticket popularly known 
as the Bull Moose Party. 
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The ensuing split of Republican support 
between Roosevelt and Taft handed the 
election to the Democrats and New Jer- 
sey Governor Woodrow Wilson, another 
progressive. With Wilson in the White 
House, the proponents of central banking 
won passage of their Federal Reserve Sys- 
tem in Wilson’s first year in office. 


The Establishment Opposes Bob Taft 


Because William Howard Taft had op- 
posed key establishment goals as presi- 
dent, it is not surprising that the elite forc- 
es that were generally in control of both 
parties by the 1952 presidential election 
would be suspicious that his son Robert 
might also oppose their interests. How- 
ever, an incident that occurred 12 years 
earlier, the first time Robert Taft sought 
the GOP nomination for president, had 
already solidified their opposition to him. 
In 1940, war was raging in Europe, and 
many in the United States believed the 
country should get more deeply involved, 
even to the point of entrance into the war. 
Despite Franklin D. Roosevelt’s protesta- 
tions (“I hate war’), it is beyond dispute 
that FDR was in favor of a direct Ameri- 
can role in the war. Pro-war elites of both 
parties worried that the 1940 Republican 
nominee would take the nonintervention- 
ist position favored by the public, and per- 
haps defeat Roosevelt in his run for a third 
term, largely on that issue. 
Interventionist Republicans settled on 
a utilities executive, Wendell Willkie, 
who was just as much an intervention- 
ist as Roosevelt. As reported by Taft 
biographer James T. Patterson, shortly 
before the Republican National Conven- 
tion opened in June, Senator Taft and 
his wife were invited to a dinner party 
in New York hosted by Ogden Reid, the 
publisher of the pro-interventionist New 
York Herald-Tribune. Other guests in- 
cluded Thomas Lamont, a senior partner 
of J.P. Morgan Company; Lord Lothian, 
the British ambassador to the United 
States; John Pillsbury of the Minneapo- 
lis milling family; and Wendell Willkie. 
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Bullheaded? Former President Theodore Roosevelt came out of retirement to challenge President 
William Howard Taft for the Republican nomination in 1912, with the support of international bankers 
such as J.P. Morgan. When Taft beat back the challenge, Teddy Roosevelt ran on the Progressive 
Party ticket, splitting the Republican vote, allowing for the election of Democrat Woodrow Wilson, 
another progressive, who pushed through the creation of the Federal Reserve in 1913. 


Also attending were the wives of Reid, 
Lamont, Pillsbury, and Willkie. 

Lord Lothian was invited to make a few 
brief remarks on the situation in Europe. 
He implored the dinner guests that it was 
the duty of the United States to intervene 
on the side of the British. Lamont added 
his support for Lothian’s plea. Willkie 
rose and added that he believed the United 
States should go to war at once. 

The message to Taft, who was called on 
next to speak, was quite clear. If he wanted 
serious consideration for the nomination, 
he would have to ingratiate himself with 
the powerful financial interests that were 
beating the war drums. Demonstrating the 
courage of convictions that marked his po- 
litical career, Taft directed the guests to his 
recent remarks in the Senate, in which he 
said that Americans did not want to go to 
war to beat a totalitarian system in Europe 
if they were just going to end up getting 
socialism in America at the end of the war. 

A few days later, just prior to the open- 
ing of the convention, the Tribune an- 
nounced its support for Willkie, as “Heav- 


Technically, the Republican Party “won” back the White House 
in 1952, but it did so at the cost of transforming itself into a pale 
imitation of the big-government Democratic Party. 
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en’s gift to the nation in its time of crisis.” 
Willkie got the Republican nomination but 
went down to defeat in November. 

Senator Taft again sought the Republi- 
can nomination eight years later, in 1948, 
but the Republicans passed over their 
leader for New York Governor Thomas 
E. Dewey, who was the GOP nominee in 
1944. Over the years, Dewey had evolved 
from a noninterventionist Republican into 
an interventionist Republican. While Taft 
was the clear choice of Republicans across 
the country who admired his staunch sup- 
port of limited government and free en- 
terprise, the argument was put forth and 
repeated many times that, “We like Bob 
— but Taft can’t win,” causing many 
who would otherwise support Taft to sup- 
port Dewey instead, despite the fact that 
Dewey lost to FDR four years earlier. In 
1948, running against President Truman, 
Dewey ran an uninspiring campaign, 
mouthing such inane statements as “The 
future lies before us.” The Republicans 
lost again, albeit just barely. (Remember 
the famous Chicago Daily Tribune head- 
line “Dewey Defeats Truman’’?) 

But many believe Taft would have won 
if given the opportunity. Perhaps Harold 
Ickes put it best in summarizing why the 
Republicans lost with Dewey in 1948: 
“With the bases loaded, the Republicans 
sent to the plate their bat boy. They could 
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have sent their Babe Ruth — Bob Taft.” 
The word “they” as opposed to “we” is 
very apropos in this instance, since Ickes 
was a Democrat in FDR’s administration. 
But why not send the party’s best hitter to 
the plate? Could it be because Taft was not 
about to score a lot of runs for the progres- 
sive wing of the Republican Party — and 
the progressives knew it? 


Enter Eisenhower 

By 1952, it appeared that perhaps the 
Republicans had learned their lesson, be- 
cause by then, Taft was widely seen as 
the obvious nominee. But rumblings of 
opposition to Taft began even before Taft 
won his huge Senate reelection victory in 
1950. The Democratic Party was being 
pulled left by the Americans for Demo- 
cratic Action (ADA), and some within 
the Republican Party wanted a similar 
organization that would move the GOP 
to the left as well. The Republican vari- 
ant of the ADA was created, thanks to the 
financial backing of Nelson Rockefeller, 
who would soon become the acknowl- 
edged leader of the liberal Republicans, 
and thus the creation of the name “Rock- 
efeller Republican.” The “Republican” 
variant was called Republican Advance, 
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since Republicans for Democratic Action 
would be nonsensical, though fairly ac- 
curate. 

A former attorney general for Franklin 
Roosevelt, Francis Biddle, approvingly 
explained that the ADA’s influence within 
the Republican Party, through Republican 
Advance, had been “rather striking.” The 
goals of Republican Advance included 
getting the Republican Party to accept the 
premise of the welfare state that had been 
created by the Democratic Party. How- 
ever, the Republican Party’s most likely 
nominee for president in 1952 was an 
arch-opponent of the welfare state, Robert 
A. Taft. Taft had outlasted the logical left- 
leaning Republican opponents. Willkie 
was dead, and no one could reasonably ex- 
pect the Republicans to nominate Dewey 
for a third time — not after his losing ef- 
fort in 1948. 

What Republican Advance and like- 
minded “Rockefeller Republicans” need- 
ed was someone who could stop the Taft 
nomination — and almost certainly win 
election to the presidency — in 1952. 

The man they thought might be able to 
wrest the nomination away from Taft was 
in Europe, heading up the military forces 
of the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza- 


Dale Yeu. 
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Picking a loser: Republicans picked New York Governor Thomas Dewey over Bob Taft in 1948, 


arguing that “Taft Can’t Win.” Dewey’s lackluster campaign led to the reelection of Democrat 
President Harry Truman. The Chicago Daily Tribune newspaper, so convinced that Dewey was going 
to defeat Truman, went to press early, with the famous headline, “Dewey Defeats Truman.” Truman 
is shown here with a copy of the famous newspaper, obviously enjoying the huge mistake. 
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tion (NATO): Dwight David Eisenhower. 

Literally millions of voters had served 
under Eisenhower in the European the- 
ater of the Second World War, and he was 
clearly popular and he possessed what 
every politician desires — nearly univer- 
sal name recognition, which came from 
his famed military career. 

While Eisenhower had never held public 
office, his rapid rise from lieutenant colonel 
to five-star general of the Army was indica- 
tive of his being a masterful politician and 
having friends in powerful places. 

His meteoric rise began with a dinner in 
Seattle, Washington, at the Olympic Hotel 
in 1940. The hotel manager invited Eisen- 
hower and some other military officers to 
share a meal with him and John Boettiger, 
and Boettiger’s wife, Anna, the daughter of 
President Franklin Roosevelt. When Eisen- 
hower realized who she was, he asked to 
be seated next to her at dinner. He com- 
menced to tell her, for the rest of the eve- 
ning, just how great he believed her father 
was. The next morning she called her father 
about Colonel Eisenhower. Within a few 
days, Eisenhower was called to the White 
House, and was made chief of staff of the 
3rd Infantry Division. By September 1941, 
he was made a brigadier general. By Feb- 
ruary 11, 1943, less than two years from 
the time he was just a lieutenant colonel, 
Eisenhower was made a full general. Ten 
months later, without having ever been in 
combat command of even a battalion, and 
having never seen a battle, General Eisen- 
hower was made commander in chief of all 
Allied forces in Western Europe. 

How did a Republican win such rapid 
promotions from a Democratic presi- 
dent? Actually, during this time, there is 
no indication that he was a Republican 
at all. In 1909, Eisenhower had spoken 
to the Young Men’s Democratic Club of 
Abilene, Kansas, and offered his opinion 
that any “intelligent young man” should 
become a Democrat. 

Certainly leading Democrats looked 
upon General Eisenhower as one of them. 
In 1948, leading Democrats urged him to 
tun for president on the Democratic Party 
ticket. These included Adlai Stevenson, 
James Roosevelt, Franklin Roosevelt, Jr. 
(vice president of Americans for Demo- 
cratic Action), Helen Gahagan Douglas, 
Claude Pepper, Chester Bowles, Walter 
Winchell, Eleanor Roosevelt, and Sidney 
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So intense was Big Labor's opposition to Taft that there were media 


predictions he would lose his 1950 reelection bid. But not only did 


he emerge victorious, he was also seen as the odds-on favorite for the 


GOP's nomination for president in 1952. 


Hillman. An Eisenhower presidential bid 
even had the support of David Dubinsky, 
who had raised money for the communist 
forces in the Spanish Civil War. 

Moreover, Eisenhower, who had voted 
for Franklin Roosevelt in the 1944 presi- 
dential election, sounded like a Democrat 
— and a very liberal one at that. In 1947, 
he told the “F” Street Club in Washing- 
ton that “inflation could be licked at any 
time, by a simple action on the part of 
the industrialists and other business lead- 
ers of the nation. They merely needed, by 
joint and voluntary agreement, to forgo 
profits for a year — or for two years, if 
necessary.” 

Hardly the type of rhetoric one would 
expect from a rock-ribbed conservative 
Republican. Or even a “moderate” Demo- 
crat, for that matter. Such leftist rhetoric 
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even from the mouth of avowed socialist 
Bernie Sanders would be jolting. 

Even Democrat President Truman 
thought Eisenhower was a Democrat as 
late as the fall of 1951. But with Taft seen 
as the almost-certain nominee of the Re- 
publican Party, Republicans who detested 
Taft’s conservative political philosophy 
began to seriously eye Eisenhower as their 
champion to save them from “Mr. Conser- 
vative.” In Look magazine of September 
11, 1951, Thomas Dewey wrote, “I am 
an internationalist. That’s why I am for 
Eisenhower. Eisenhower is a Republican 
at heart — but more important than that, 
he is an internationalist.” 

Warren Moscow wrote in the New York 
Times on April 15, 1952, “There is some 
degree of similarity between the Willkie 
drive and the movement to nominate Gen- 
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General disarray: Although Taft was passed over twice for the Republican nomination, in 1940 and 
1948, Republicans seemed ready to nominate him in 1952. Taft ran a gallant campaign, but the 
same Republican establishment thwarted him again, this time with General Dwight Eisenhower. 
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eral of the Army Dwight D. Eisenhower. 
The same financial and publishing inter- 
ests or their counterparts are behind the 
Eisenhower movement.” 

No doubt. 

Scholar Frank Chodorov summed up 
what was happening for Human Events 
in its April 9, 1952 edition. “Why is Big 
Business backing General Eisenhower 
for the Presidency? Things being as they 
are in this country Big Business looks to 
Washington for its living.” 

Taft, on the other hand, “is of doubt- 
ful value to Big Business,” because “he 
has shown a distaste for the policy called 
internationalism,” Chodorov explained. 
Columnist George Sokolsky agreed, ex- 
plaining General Douglas MacArthur’s 
support for Taft was because of MacAr- 
thur’s dislike of international bankers who 
were backing Eisenhower over Taft. 

Human Events, then a very important 
voice in conservative circles, explained in 
January 1952 why they would do all they 
could to favor Taft over Eisenhower: “Bank- 
ers and financial interests which play ball 
with and profit from the Fair Deal (in con- 
trast to those who engage in ‘straight’ bank- 
ing) are just as much a menace to the weal 
of the country as Socialists, Communists 
and corrupt practitioners. These elements 
of high finance played a role, and a big one, 
in getting us into both World Wars.” 

Taft clearly understood the stakes. He 
told Katharine Kennedy Brown, Ohio’s na- 
tional committeewoman, “If we get Eisen- 
hower, we will practically have a Republi- 
can New Deal Administration with just as 
much spending and socialism as under Mr. 
Truman.” He told friends that the “main Ike 
men seem to be international bankers, the 
Dewey organization allied with them, Re- 
publican New Dealers, and even President 
Truman. Apparently they want to be sure 
that no matter which party wins, they win.” 

It was no half-hearted campaign by 
Taft. Between October 1951, and May 
1952, Taft made 550 speeches to two mil- 
lion people. He pushed for a constitutional 
amendment to limit non-military spending 
to five percent of national income. Dem- 
onstrating an understanding of future 
hopes of the Republican Party, he adopt- 
ed what a future generation would call a 
“Southern strategy” to win the nomina- 
tion, pointing out that his father had ap- 
pointed three southerners to the Supreme 
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Court. Perhaps more significant, Taft op- 
posed control by the federal government 
of offshore oil deposits, favoring state 
control over those vast resources in the 
Gulf of Mexico. 

Against his better judgment, Taft en- 
tered the New Hampshire primary despite 
the opposition of Governor Sherman 
Adams, an Eisenhower supporter. Eisen- 
hower won the state 46,661-35,838 over 
Taft and took all 14 delegate contests. 

But Taft dug in and spent 22 days in 
Wisconsin, delivering 250 speeches and 
capturing 24 of 30 delegates. He then 
won Nebraska’s primary over Eisenhow- 
er 79,000-66,000. Despite Eisenhower’s 
“hero” status for much of the American 
public, and his crossover appeal to Dem- 
ocrats, the anti-Taft forces found Taft a 
much tougher opponent than they had 
originally imagined. Taft won Illinois on 
April 9, followed by an Eisenhower vic- 
tory in New Jersey on April 16. 

Taft’s home state handed him a re- 
sounding victory with 56 delegates, and 
he went on to defeat the general at state 
conventions in West Virginia, North Da- 
kota, and Wyoming, while Eisenhower 
took Oregon, Rhode Island, and Vermont. 

By this time, both the Associated Press 
and United Press International gave Taft a 
slight lead in delegates. But the New York 
Times revealed its bias with its reporting of 
Taft’s resounding victory in West Virginia. 
After Taft captured 15 of 16 delegates in 
early May, their headline transformed this 
into some sort of defeat: “Taft Sweep Fails 
in West Virginia.” 

Foreign policy was a stark point of 
contention. With the Korean War wind- 
ing down, some advocated intervention in 
French Indochina. Taft was adamant that 
“no United States troops should be sent” 
there. Arthur Schlesinger disagreed with 
Taft’s noninterventionist views, dismissing 
his foreign policy as representing the “last 
convulsive outbreak of an old nostalgia.” 

These issues played a key role in 
Taft winning the last primary contest of 
the campaign — in South Dakota. The 
Eisenhower forces tried very hard to win 
it, with the contest so close. Taft spent 
five days there, and denounced universal 
military training to the pacifistic Menno- 
nites. “Draft Ike and Ike Will Draft You,” 
read Taft literature to the Mennonites. 
Not surprisingly, one heavily Mennonite 
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Trying to solidify backing: Taft asks Governor John Fine of Pennsylvania for his support. Fine, 


who controlled the largely uncommitted Pennsylvania delegation, was undecided between Taft 


and Eisenhower. 


County went 4-1 for Taft, and Taft edged 
Eisenhower in the state, 64,695-63,879. 

After taking 30 delegates at the Indiana 
State Convention in May, Taft finished the 
primary and caucus season up, 462-389 in 
committed delegates. It appeared that Taft 
was poised to break the chokehold that 
nefarious forces had exercised over the 
Republican Party for a generation. 

But it was not to be. 

On July 1, 2, and 3, the New York Times 
ran editorials arguing that Republicans 
should not nominate Taft, because after all, 
“Mr. Taft Can’t Win.” Republicans should 
have been suspicious of such advice, com- 
ing from such a liberal newspaper. After 
all, as a staunch pro-Democrat newspaper, 
one would expect the Times would hope 
the Republicans would nominate the can- 
didate who could not win. 

The 7imes was, however, not the only 
media outlet expressing such sentiments, 
and many Republican delegates were ner- 
vous, some even echoing a variation of the 
media line: “I like Taft but he can’t win.” 
They wanted to win, desperately, having 
been shut out of the White House for the 
past 20 years. There is little question that 
the hearts of the delegates were with Taft, 
but given the hunger among the GOP ac- 
tivists for victory, the concern over wheth- 
er Taft could win in November played a 
significant role in his ultimate demise. 


What the Eisenhower forces needed to 
do was to somehow break the emotional 
hold that Taft held over the grassroots. 
While Taft had worked his “Southern 
Strategy” well, it was in the South that the 
anti-Taft forces found an opening. 

The Southern delegations at that time 
were tiny parties, and in Texas, there was a 
considerable amount of infighting. Henry 
Zweifel of Fort Worth was the national 
committeeman, and strongly pro-Taft. The 
man Zweifel had bested for that post was 
Jack Porter of Houston, and Porter saw 
the presidential contest as a way to strike 
back. The Taft campaign was expecting 30 
of the 38 delegates in Texas, but the Por- 
ter faction developed a strategy of inviting 
pro-Eisenhower Democrats and Indepen- 
dents to the Republican precinct meetings. 

This tactic was illegal under Texas law, 
which restricted participation in party pre- 
cinct meetings to party members. Zweifel 
developed a pledge for precinct-goers to 
sign, promising that they were truly Re- 
publicans. Porter, displaying an attitude 
that would make Machiavelli proud, coun- 
tered by telling Democrats to go ahead and 
sign the pledge. “DO NOT BE INTIMI- 
DATED!,” read the advertisements sent to 
Democrats. He told Democrats that they 
could sign, participate in the Republican 
precinct meetings for Eisenhower, then re- 
turn to participating in Democratic politics. 
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HISTOR Y—pasts 


James Patterson wrote 
of what this led to in his 
book Mr. Republican: A Bi- 
ography of Robert A. Taft: 
“Republican regulars in 
San Antonio and in some 
rural areas controlled mat- 
ters as they had in the past. 
But in most urban precincts 
they were overwhelmed by 
droves of newcomers pledg- 
ing themselves Republican 
and trumpeting their affec- 
tion for Eisenhower. Some of 
Zweifel’s men even tried to 
hold the conventions in their 
homes, only to find hordes 
of people overflowing into 
the warm Texas darkness. At 
some such meetings, where 
rival partisans shoved and 
punched each other, the at- 
mosphere grew ugly.” 

Zweifel and other regu- 
lar Republicans, staunchly 
pro-Taft, refused to accept 
that Democrats could choose 
delegates to Republican con- 
ventions. So they responded 
by sending delegates chosen 
by exclusively Republican 
meetings to the county con- 
ventions. Thus, rival delegations were 
elected to the state conventions. 

With state credentials committees ac- 
cepting the argument that the Eisenhower 
delegates were actually Democrats after 
20 hours of work sorting out the opposing 
arguments of the two factions, the pro-Taft 
Zweifel partisans won 596 of 606 disputed 
seats, leading to a Taft majority at the state 
convention of 762-222. The Eisenhower 
forces waved signs such as “Rob With 
Bob” and “Graft with Taft,” and chanted 
“We Like Ike,” before they stormed out of 
the state convention. As Patterson noted, 
the regulars then named a delegation to the 
national convention that was expected to be 
overwhelmingly for Taft. The Democrats 
who were backing Eisenhower then held 


Heists and hijinks: Senator Taft was leading in the number of delegates 
going into the 1952 Republican National Convention. But forces supporting 
General Eisenhower used a combination of getting Democrats to show up 
at Republican precincts and the old slogan, “Taft Can’t Win,” to snatch the 
nomination away from Mr. Conservative, Bob Taft, for the third time. The 
Republican Party sold its soul in exchange for a “victory” at the polls. 


an alternative session, which, of course, 
elected mostly Eisenhower delegates. 

Taft said the Eisenhower people’s tac- 
tics would bring an end to the two-party 
system. He compared Porter’s strategy of 
using Democrats to win Eisenhower del- 
egates to a minister who urged his flock to 
attend another church the following Sun- 
day and name his friends as deacons. 

But the national media and the pro- 
Eisenhower forces used what had hap- 
pened in Texas to portray Taft as dishonest, 
charging him with “stealing” delegates. 
Columnist Joseph Alsop called what Taft’s 
forces had done in Texas “grossly dishon- 
est,” and “anti-democratic.” 

“Soon the Eisenhower managers were 
talking of nothing else,” Patterson wrote. 


The Eisenhower forces waved signs such as “Rob With Bob” and 
“Graft with Taft,” and chanted “We Like Ike,” before they stormed 


out of the state convention. 
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Some compared what Taft 
was doing to how his father 
had “stolen” the nomina- 
tion from Teddy Roosevelt 
in 1912. For his part, Taft 
retorted, “The Eisenhower 
people are shouting about 
Texas, but all over the 
country they have used the 
most ruthless methods of 
eliminating Taft delegates.” 

Governor Dan Thornton 
of Colorado and Governor 
Thomas Dewey of New 
York, Eisenhower sup- 
porters, convinced the 23 
Republicans at the annual 
governors’ conference to 
sign a statement that the 
Republican convention 
should not permit contest- 
ed delegates to vote on the 
seating of other delegates. 
Even Taft supporters reluc- 
tantly signed the statement. 

As the convention 
opened on July 7, the AP 
stated that Taft led Eisen- 
hower in committed del- 
egates 458-402. Half of the 
nation’s top political writ- 
ers predicted a Taft vic- 
tory. As Taft arrived at the Conrad Hilton 
Hotel in Chicago, a sound truck circled the 
building, blaring, “Thou Shalt Not Steal.” 

Governor Dewey ordered Taft dele- 
gates in New York to support Eisenhower 
or else, reminding them that he was still 
governor, and would be “for the next two 
and one half years.” Then, for effect, he 
added, “I mean that.” Most of Taft’s del- 
egates despised the eastern “Dewey wing” 
of the party. As Patterson noted, “They 
considered Taft the epitome of integrity, 
dependability, and undying hostility to 
the Fair Deal.” But these threats had the 
desired effect of holding the Empire State 
for Eisenhower. 

The credentials committee sided with 
Taft in the Texas dispute, and also with 
similar disputes in Georgia and Loui- 
siana, and it appeared the Eisenhower 
gambit of using Democrats to secure a 
Republican nomination had failed. But 
on the opening night of the convention, 
Governor Arthur B. Langlie of Washing- 
ton offered an amendment to the rules of 
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the convention. It resolved that no dis- 
puted delegates be permitted to vote on 
any contests until the delegates from the 
non-disputed states had agreed to seat 
them permanently. This resolution was 
shrewdly called the “Fair Play” amend- 
ment, and was an attempt to place the 
statement from the Republican governors 
into the rules. Its acceptance deprived 
Taft of a net advantage of 32 votes on bal- 
lots to determine the permanent seating 
of delegations Taft presently controlled in 
Texas, Louisiana, and Georgia. 
Patterson set the scene: “The Langlie 
resolution also threw the convention into 
a turmoil. The Taft partisans booed loud- 
ly, Eisenhower delegates shouted back.” 
With delegates largely unaware of what 
had actually occurred in Texas, the “Fair 
Play” rule passed. The Taft momentum 
had stalled, and his delegate advantages 
in three Southern states soon evaporated. 
Without votes from the disputed states of 
Texas and Louisiana, the pro-Eisenhower 
delegation from Georgia was seated. 
Then, the convention gave Eisenhow- 
er 33 of Texas’ 38 delegates. Before the 


The Democrat-Republican: Shown here with his wife, Mamie, General Eisenhower basks in 


night was over, Taft had lost 47 delegates 
in three states. This loss caused the in- 
evitable loss of even more delegates, the 
unprincipled type who wanted to be with 
the winner, and in such a close race, this 
proved to be decisive. 

When the actual roll call nomination oc- 
curred, Eisenhower captured 595 to 500 
for Taft, with 111 for other candidates. 
Eisenhower was nine votes short of the 
nomination. Then, Minnesota waved its 
standard to change 19 of its 20 votes from 
Governor Harold Stassen to Eisenhower. 


Consequences of the Taft Loss 

It was over. Once again, the Eastern domi- 
nation of the Republican Party would con- 
tinue. One state that could have overturned 
the Eastern control of the party was Cali- 
fornia, but the Eisenhower forces let it be 
known early on that their senator, Richard 
Nixon, was being seriously considered for 
vice president, and that their governor, Earl 
Warren, could expect to be nominated for 
the next seat on the Supreme Court. Taft 
had offered nothing to California. He told 
a supporter, “It is hard for me to see how 
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glow of his landslide victory over Democrat Adlai Stevenson in November 1952. But “Ike” was 

no conservative, and actually expanded the Welfare State with his “Modern Republicanism.” 
Disgusted, Senator Barry Goldwater of Arizona took up the leadership of the conservative wing of 
the Republican Party after the 1953 death of Senator Taft, by denouncing Eisenhower’s “me-too” 
Republicanism as no better than a “dime store New Deal.” 
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any real Republicans could be for Warren.” 
After all, Taft reasoned, “He certainly rep- 
resents all the New Deal principles.” 

“Men and women continued to weep in 
the hallway, the elevators, the lobby down- 
stairs,” Patterson wrote of the emotional 
loss for the Taft forces. Ed Tate, one of 
Taft’s longest and most loyal supporters, 
saw Dewey in a hotel lobby, and had to 
be physically restrained from hitting him. 

We often hear how this or that election 
is the “most important in our lifetime.” 
Certainly the result of the 1952 nomina- 
tion battle between Taft and Eisenhower 
established that the Republican Party 
would “make its peace with the New 
Deal.” While the Republican grassroots is 
undeniably conservative, its party in elect- 
ed office generally follows the pattern set 
by President Eisenhower. 

Eisenhower called his form of Repub- 
licanism “Modern Republicanism,” in 
which he would accept the international 
role of the United States, while at home 
accepting the premise of the modern 
welfare state as a federal responsibility. 
Senator Barry Goldwater derided Eisen- 
hower’s domestic program of providing a 
more efficient and cheaper welfare state 
as a “dime store New Deal,” but most 
Republican members of Congress have 
largely accepted Modern Republicanism. 
President George H.W. Bush called Mod- 
ern Republicanism a “kinder and gentler 
America,” while his son, George W. Bush, 
termed it “compassionate conservatism.” 

The reality is that Eisenhower actu- 
ally expanded the welfare state by ac- 
cepting the creation of the federal Depart- 
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare. 
Eisenhower’s vice president, Richard 
Nixon, added the Environmental Protec- 
tion Agency and OSHA while he himself 
was president. And of course, President 
George W. Bush was the father of the in- 
famous “No Child Left Behind.” 

The year after his defeat, Senator Taft 
was stricken with cancer that would 
quickly kill him. After his death, several 
memos were found left on his desk at the 
Capitol, where he had served as the Re- 
publican leader. One memo had the cryp- 
tic words, “No Indo China.” 

Certainly the 1952 battle between the 
senator and the general was a battle for the 
soul of the Republican Party, the results of 
which still affect us today. Hi 
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EXERCISING THE RIGHT 


Okies & Gun rights 


The Tulsa World out of Tulsa, Oklahoma, 
published a very informative article on 
June 6 about a citizen’s rights and respon- 
sibilities as a gun owner in the state of 
Oklahoma. While the piece was directed 
toward residents of the state, there was 
information in it that was valuable for 
gun owners across the nation. The article 
opened with a profile of an Oklahoma 
woman who had recently been the victim 
of a home invasion. 

The woman, 59-year-old Diane Cook, 
was at home watching basketball when 
she was alerted to the presence of intrud- 
ers by her dog’s barking. Cook went to 
investigate and witnessed the front door 
being kicked in by intruders. Cook reacted 
quickly and ran to her bedroom as fast she 
could to retrieve her loaded 9mm pistol. 
She returned to the hallway that led to 
the front door and confronted a man who 
was standing there. She fired her gun and 
struck the man in the chest. The injured 
intruder and an accomplice fled the scene, 
while Cook called 911. 

Cook told the Tulsa World that she was 
impressed by her quick reflexes under 
pressure: “Usually when I’m at the gun 
range, I’ll flinch when somebody else is 
shooting.... I didn’t flinch once when my 
own gun was going off inside the house. 
I don’t remember the flash. I don’t re- 
member anything except the guy turning 
around and running out my door.” The 
man Cook shot survived his injuries and 
will face charges for burglary. 

The Tulsa World profiled other citizens 
who were forced to defend themselves 
from criminal attackers and reviewed the 
state legislation that protects that defen- 
sive right. 

John David Luton, Tulsa County first 
assistant district attorney, told the Tulsa 
World that the “legislature provides the 
citizens ... the absolute safety to be in 
their homes or businesses.” Luton ex- 
plained that the law protects Oklahomans 
who use defensive force against assailants 
when they are experiencing “reasonable 
fear of imminent peril of death or great 
bodily harm.” 

For the law to apply, the perpetrator 
against whom the force was used must 
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have entered a residence, occupied vehi- 
cle, or business contrary to the law. Luton 
also explained that the law’s protections 
do not extend to people involved in crimi- 
nal activities. “If someone is using a home 
to grow pot or manufacture drugs, that sort 
of thing, they would not have the right to 
use that defensive force,” Luton explained 
to the Tulsa World. 

Gun use is limited under the law to de- 
fending legal interests, as in a case that 
happened on February 19. A man was 
at his home with his girlfriend when a 
stranger knocked on his door and asked 
to use the phone. Once the resident fully 
opened the door, the stranger pulled a 
.38-caliber pistol and forced his way into 
the victim’s home. 

The armed suspect threatened to rape 
the man’s girlfriend, as he shoved the bar- 
rel of the pistol into her mouth. The sus- 
pect then turned his attention away from 
the man long enough for the resident to 
grab a gun that he kept hidden in his couch 
and shoot the suspect five times, ending 
the terrifying ordeal. The wounded sus- 
pect fled the house, but collapsed nearby, 
where he died. 

District Attorney Luton explained to the 
Tulsa World that the case “was clearly a 
justifiable use of force under Stand Your 
Ground.... It was just a no-brainer. I talked 
to Detective (Nathan) Schilling, too, as I 
was reviewing the report, and we both 
agreed that if there was ever a clear-cut 
case of Stand Your Ground, this is it.” 

Tulsa Police Sergeant Shane Tuell dis- 
couraged using a firearm unless it’s abso- 
lutely necessary; however, he did admit 
that an armed homeowner is a deterrent for 
most criminals, who often flee when faced 
with a gun. Tuell told the Tulsa World, “I 
would never say, yes, shoot everyone that 
shouldn’t be in your home. I would never 
say that.... [But] do whatever you need to 
do to ensure your safety and the safety of 
your family.” 

Eric Fuson, a certified gun instructor 
and general manager of the 2A Shooting 
Center, stressed the importance of being 
familiar with your firearm and proficient 
in its use. He told the Tulsa World that tak- 
ing a firearms course is good, but there’s 
no experience like the real thing and that 


gun owners should regularly be shooting 
to keep their skills sharp. 

Fuson advises gun owners to seek pro- 
fessional training from someone who is 
truly qualified so that they can work on 
improving their marksmanship skills, as 
well as participating in manipulation drills 
to prepare themselves for being involved 
in a real-life situation. Reinforcing his 
point, he said once “you’ve sought train- 
ing and you have good fundamentals, then 
you have to use those fundamentals.... 
Shooting is a perishable skill, and if you 
don’t practice semi-regularly, what you 
learn in your training you will lose.” 

The newspaper spotlighted shooters 
who did that very thing, profiling a father- 
daughter team who routinely go to the 
shooting range together. Jerry Fashing 
and his 14-year-old daughter, Jaden, take 
biweekly trips to the gun range, and have 
been doing so for the past few years. 

Jaden is not yet old enough to own 
a gun, but the young girl has definitely 
honed her shooting skills. Fashing in- 
troduced his daughter to firearms for 
personal safety, but he admits that see- 
ing how much she enjoys shooting is an 
unintended benefit. 

Fashing is a firm believer that children 
need to learn how to handle guns at an 
early age. Fashing told the Tulsa World 
that you “have to teach them early.... 
Teach them young how to handle guns, the 
proper way to handle and fire guns. She’s 
home every once in a while by herself, and 
with her knowing how to protect herself, I 
feel more comfortable.” 

Diane Cook, the woman mentioned pre- 
viously who shot a home intruder, told the 
Tulsa World that the episode has left her 
struggling with feelings of insecurity. “I’m 
really leery about answering my front 
door.... I’m really mad I don’t feel secure 
in my own home,” she said, explaining 
that the paranoia hangs over her, and she 
wonders if this will last forever. “I don’t 
know.... I’ve never had this before. I have 
no way to judge it. Even if I had security 
and cameras and lights and everything, if 
they want in, they’re going to get in. It’s 
not going to stop them. They’ll be in and 
out before anybody gets here.” Hi 

— PATRICK KREY 
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Hike in Minimum 
Wage Maximizes Hurt 
to Most Vulnerable 


Item: The White House website, in its 
“Raise the Wage” section, quotes Presi- 
dent Barack Obama’ State of the Union 
address in early 2015, again calling for 
an increase in the federal minimum wage, 
saying that “nothing helps families make 
ends meet like higher wages” and calling 
for giving “millions of the hardest-work- 
ing people in America a raise.” 

Since the president 5 initial “call to ac- 
tion in 2013,” says the White House, “18 
states and Washington, D.C. have passed 
laws to raise their minimum wage — ben- 
efiting millions of American workers.”’ 

The White House went on to assert: 
“On average, a full-time minimum wage 
worker makes $14,500 a year, which 
leaves too many families struggling to 
make ends meet.” 

ITEM: Jn April 2016, legislation was signed 
in both California and New York that re- 
quires state minimum wages to be set in- 
crementally to $15 an hour. At the time, 
California state Senator Mark Leno, a San 
Francisco Democrat, issued a statement, 
promising: “Today's landmark agreement 
will lift up poor Californians and give hard- 
working employees the resources they need 
to put food on the table for their families.” 

Similarly, New York s Democratic Gov- 

ernor Andrew Cuomo issued a statement 
on April 4, declaring: “By moving to a $15 
statewide minimum wage and enacting the 
strongest paid family leave policy in the 
nation, New York is showing the way for- 
ward on economic justice.” 
ITEM: The website of the U.S. Department 
of Labor says it “supports a wide variety 
of programs to ensure that all youth have 
the skills and training they need to suc- 
cessfully make the transition to adulthood 
and careers.” 

Elsewhere on the site, the Labor De- 
partment offers a number of (rather inef- 
fectual) “Minimum Wage Mythbusters.” 

The governments propagandists set up 
a few straw men and then attempt to knock 
them down. It is a “myth,” says Labor, for 
example, that “increasing the minimum 
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wage will cause people to lose their jobs” 
— apparently because it found a letter that 
many economists signed and sent to the 
president that downplays its negative ef- 
fects. 

Another “myth” offered by Labor is that 
“increasing the minimum wage is bad for 
the economy.” Here, in its entirety, is what 

passes for the self-rebuttal: “Not true. 
Since 1938, the federal minimum wage has 
been increased 22 times. For more than 75 
years, real GDP per capita has steadily 
increased, even when the minimum wage 
has been raised.” 

CORRECTION: The fact that the national 
economy, bolstered by the efforts of hun- 
dreds of millions of Americans, has sur- 
vived certain misguided federal actions 
does not validate the irrational policies. 

The Labor Department’s case sounds a 
bit like a teenager foolishly arguing with 
his parents that he should be allowed to 
continue to drink and drive because he 
hasn’t killed himself yet. 

The Gross Domestic Product of the 
United States has kept moving in spite of 
the government’s practice of wage control. 

The spurious claims out of Washington 
and many state capitals also ignore the harm 
caused by keeping the gateway blocked to 
many Americans who are seeking higher- 
paying work. They are being priced out of 
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Grilled: Protesters have vilified McDonald’s, demanding a $15 minimum wage. But with benefits 
and taxes, McDonald’s would really be paying workers far more than that amount, more than 
some laborers’ work is worth. Hence, it must decide between cutting workers or standing firm. 


the opportunities to gain experience and 
skills. As it is, the current rate of teen un- 
employment is about three times that of the 
national rate. Making it more expensive to 
hire less-skilled workers is not a solution. 

If there were truth-in-labeling require- 
ments for such legislative bills, they would 
have names such as the Guaranteed Un- 
employment Act for the Poor, Young, 
Low-skilled, and Minorities. 

There still is, government’s promises 
notwithstanding, no free lunch. Certain 
New York legislators may think they have 
magic wands, but realistic businessmen 
know otherwise. When something costs 
more, less is bought. That’s an economic 
law within the labor market as well as in 
other markets. 

Zack Hutchins, director of communi- 
cations for the Business Council of New 
York State, told the Daily Signal that the 
latest legislative move in New York is 
“too much, too fast.” And to be able to 
accommodate the resultant cost increases, 
said Hutchins, businesses will have to cut 
hours, hire and keep fewer employees, re- 
duce benefits, and increase prices, and “ul- 
timately, they can make the determination 
that they no longer have a viable business 
mode!” and close. 

Those most hurt, as often is the case, are 
those who are supposed to be beneficia- 
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ries. Meanwhile, the president would have 
us believe that it is primarily the heads of 
households that are those making mini- 
mum wages. In actuality, according to the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics, less than four 
percent of the hourly workforce ears at or 
below the minimum. Most of those work- 
ing for minimum wages are under age 25. 

Still, most Americans began working 
at or below minimum wage. However, as 
noted by James Sherk, a research fellow of 
labor economics at the Heritage Founda- 
tion in Washington, D.C., relatively few 
stay at that level — with about two-thirds 
of minimum-wage workers earning raises 
within a year, typically around 24 percent. 

But you need a job to get a raise. Free- 
man Hrabowski, president of the Univer- 
sity of Maryland, Baltimore County, and 
Jamie Dimon, the chairman and CEO of 
JPMorgan Chase & Co., penned a piece in 
USA Today earlier this year that described 
part of the problem. As they noted, more 
than five million “young people, includ- 
ing one in five African-Americans and La- 
tinos, are neither working nor in school. 
The youth unemployment rate is over 11 
percent; for young African-Americans it 
jumps to over 20 percent.” 
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Such people need employment — not to 
hear that the jobs that they don’t have may 
eventually pay $15 per hour. 

The new California increase will penal- 
ize teens and youths even more than do 
socialist nations, according to Sherk. Cali- 
fornia doesn’t have a lower minimum for 
younger workers; Luxembourg, Australia, 
and France at least have that. “California 
is proposing a historically unprecedented 
minimum wage increase. No country in the 
developed world has raised their minimum 
wage that high,” Sherk pointed out in April. 
“Even left-leaning European governments 
that embrace activist government labor 
market regulation understand raising the 
minimum wage that high would hurt vul- 
nerable workers,” he noted. 

And Los Angeles is requiring a hike two 
years earlier than California as a whole. As 
a result, as pointed out by commentator 
Arthur Schaper: 


Young people will see entry level op- 
portunities disappear. Businesses will 
hire robots instead, or watch a vast 
[number] of non-intellectual property 
professions ditch California. 
Fast-food restaurants are already 


experimenting with automation. A 
McDonald’s in Arizona was already 
using automatic kiosks for taking or- 
ders. Grocery stores have self-check 
kiosks for small orders. Will shop- 
pers find robots scanning their goods 
in the near future, too? 

The inanity of these government 
interventions in to the marketplace is 
just mind-numbing. 


Nearly half of all current minimum-wage 
earners are teenagers or youngsters still 
living with their parents, as has been 
pointed out by the Employment Policies 
Institute. Many of the young people who 
will next be seeking work are not going 
to find jobs available because it will not 
make economic sense to employ them. 

Yet the president is a major backer of 
the “Raise the Wage Act” that would push 
the federal minimum to $12 by 2020. That 
is the same figure being promoted by Hil- 
lary Clinton in her campaign. Senator Ber- 
nie Sanders doesn’t stop there. He would 
double the current minimum, mandating a 
$15 national minimum wage. 

Yes, you can find economists who 
will back such a reckless position. Self- 
described socialist Sanders has unearthed 
many economists who claim that such 
elevated minimums will be an “effective 
means of improving living standards for 
low-wage workers and their families and 
will help stabilize the economy. The costs 
to other groups in society will be modest 
and readily absorbed.” 

The vulnerable would be far better served 
by heeding the message of Nobel-Prize 
economist Milton Friedman, who observed: 
“The real tragedy of minimum-wage laws 
is that they are supported by well-meaning 
groups who want to reduce poverty. But 
the people who are hurt most by high mini- 
mums are the most poverty-stricken.” 

There are, to be sure, economists with 
common sense. Walter Williams, a profes- 
sor at George Mason, is an excellent ex- 
ample. He also recognizes, as he wrote in 
a syndicated column earlier this year, that 
those people 


who are harmed by an increase in the 
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minimum wage are low-skilled work- 
ers. Try this question to economists 
who argue against the unemploy- 
ment effect of raising the minimum 
wage: Is it likely that an employer 
would find it in his interests to pay a 
worker $15 an hour when that worker 
has skills that enable him to produce 
only $5 worth of value an hour to the 
employer’s output? 

Unlike my fellow economists who 
might argue to the contrary, I would 
say that most employers would view 
hiring such a worker as a losing eco- 
nomic proposition, but they might 
hire him at $5 an hour. Thus, one ef- 
fect of the mintmum-wage law is that 
of discrimination against the employ- 
ment of low-skilled workers. 


dramatically.” And, when the minimum 


is pushed up faster than the market 
would have moved it, the effect is 
to greatly increase the proportion of 
jobs paying less than the minimum 
(including working for cash in the 
informal economy). Employers of- 
fering less than the minimum, legally 
or otherwise, then enjoy a flood of 
unskilled applicants unable to com- 
pete for scarcer opportunities among 
larger businesses subject to minimum 
wage laws. Such intensified rivalry 
for sub-minimum-wage jobs then 
pushes the lowest wages even lower. 


Politics and self-interest play key roles 
in the debate. In California, for instance, 
labor unions found it to their advantage to 


such a move, both directly and indirectly, 
affects the pay of their members. In this 
case, organized labor did not even have to 
go through collective bargaining to scoop 
up the raises that ensued when the mini- 
mum-wage increase was passed. Writing 
in the Wall Street Journal, Michael Salts- 
man explained what has been going on: 


Using Census Bureau data, my or- 
ganization, the Employment Poli- 
cies Institute, estimates that roughly 
223,000 union members in California 
will receive a direct pay bump by the 
time the law is fully implemented. 
A majority of the affected employ- 
ees are concentrated in four industries: 
retail, health care, education and pub- 
lic administration (i.e., government). 
Taxpayers in California are on the 


Professor Mark Perry, who is a scholar at 


the American Enterprise Institute, 
maintains that many economists 
really are concerned about those 
Americans with low skills. He puts 
himself in that company, saying 
that is why they would rather 


see unskilled workers employed 
at a market wage — even if that 
wage is only $5, $6 an hour — 
that allows them to gain valuable 
work experience and on-the-job 
training, than to be unemployed 
at $0.00 an hour. And unfortu- 
nately, a $15 minimum wage 
maximizes the probability that an 
unskilled worker will be unem- 
ployed at $0.00 an hour instead 
of being gainfully employed. 


Supply-side economist Alan Reyn- 
olds — in contrast to all too many 
pols — is an academic expert who 
recognizes that, regardless of the 
laws that might be passed, the ac- 
tual minimum wage is always zero. 

Reynolds, currently a senior fel- 
low at the Cato Institute, has also 
demonstrated that every time that 
the federal minimum wage has been 
increased “the number earning less 
than that minimum always increased 
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Trending: Companies are already finding ways to replace 
workers (especially low-skilled ones) with technology. 
Raising the minimum wage will speed this trend. 


hook to fund pay raises for the roughly 


45% of affected employees who 
work in the public sector. 


It turns out, in other words, that labor 
bosses are not altruistic. They are in- 
terested in protecting their members, 
their resultant dues, and the political 
power that they can wield. 

If the government forces you to 
pay employees more than the value 
they create and if the business is to 
survive, there will be lower profits, 
higher prices, or fewer jobs: Some- 
one will have to pay — investors, 
customers, and/or workers. 

Workers are likely to discover 
that the new higher minimum wage 
comes with fewer hours, less on- 
the-job training, or a reduction in 
fringe benefits, including health 
insurance. Some jobs will go over- 
seas to countries with lower wages. 

If a higher minimum wage is 
enacted, a person getting a wage 
hike will be happy. Many others, 
less obviously, will get the shaft. 
Or as the late Milton Friedman put 
it: “A minimum-wage law is, in re- 
ality, a law that makes it illegal for 
an employer to hire a person with 
limited skills.” Hi 

— WILLIAM P. HoAR 
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Bilderberg: Brexit, Borders, Banksters — and Billary 


he 64th meeting of the 
T Bilderberg Group took 

place June 9-12 in 
Dresden, Germany. The annu- 
al conference of global pow- 
erbrokers and kingmakers 
convened under its trademark 
secrecy and tight security — 
and with the usual collusion 
of the mainstream prostitute 
press, which pretended not to 
notice that this notorious high 
council of politicians, bank- 
ers, and industrialists might 
be plotting anything injurious 
to the public weal. 

Founded in the Netherlands 
in 1954 (at the Hotel Bilder- 
berg, whence the name), the 
Bilderberg Group conference, according to its website, “is an 
annual meeting designed to foster dialogue” among select “po- 
litical leaders and experts from industry, finance, academia and 
the media.” All of its meetings, the Bilderberg Group website 
notes, “are held under the Chatham House Rule,” which refers to 
the gag rule of Chatham House, the headquarters of the British 
Royal Institute of International Affairs, which together with its 
American cousin, the Council on Foreign Relations (CFR) has 
been the principal operational center of the movement for world 
government for the past century. 

Missing from this year’s confab was 101-year-old billionaire 
banker David Rockefeller, who has been a top Bilderberg member 
since its earliest years. At a previous Bilderberg conference in 
Germany, Rockefeller spilled the beans in a tender bouquet to 
his co-conspirators in the media: “We are grateful to the Wash- 
ington Post, the New York Times, Time magazine, and other great 
publications whose directors have attended our meetings and 
respected their promises of discretion for almost forty years,” 
he told the 1991 attendees. “It would have been impossible for 
us to develop our plan for the world if we had been subject to 
the bright lights of publicity during these years. But the world is 
now more sophisticated and prepared to march towards a world 
government which will never again know war but only peace 
and prosperity for the whole of humanity.” 

In 2000, veteran member Denis Healy, the former British La- 
bour Party leader and former chancellor of the exchequer, pro- 
vided a public confirmation of Rockefeller’s private quip. “To 
say we were striving for a one-world government is exaggerated, 
but not wholly unfair,’ Healy told The Guardian. “Those of us in 
Bilderberg felt ... that a single community throughout the world 
would be a good thing.” 

In 2002, Rockefeller expounded further in his autobiography 
Memoirs. Describing himself as a “proud internationalist’” who 
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is working for “one world,” 
he labeled as “ideological 
extremists” those critics who 
“believe we are part of a secret 
cabal working against the best 
interests of the United States, 
characterizing my family and 
me as ‘internationalists’ and of 
conspiring with others around 
the world to build a more inte- 
grated global political and eco- 
nomic structure — one world, 
if you will.” But Rockefeller 
went on to say, “If that’s the 
charge, I stand guilty, and I am 
proud of it.” 

The problem is the “peace 
and prosperity” Rockefeller 
and his comrades claim they 
are planning for the planet requires that they have unimpeded, 
unchecked, plenary power. And, well, a few of us lesser beings 
are not so sure that’s such a great idea. The Bilderbergers were 
a prime moving force behind the launching of the European 
Union, and they have guided each step of its development to- 
ward a tyrannical superstate. That’s not turning out so well — 
for freedom-minded folks, that is. Which is why the British are 
stampeding to the Brexit, and all across Europe people are rebel- 
ling against the EU-imposed migration, regulation, and taxation 
policies. Undoubtedly, these matters were of great concern at 
Bilderberg 2016, as the group’s sparse press release listed “Eu- 
rope: migration, growth, reform, vision, unity” among its “key 
topics for discussion.” 

Another “key topic” on the Bilderberg agenda was the “US 
political landscape.” We have no inside leak (yet) on who may 
have said what, in this regard, but we will speculate that the 
same angst and concern that was expressed by the Bilderberg 
elites toward the Brexit voters and the growing rebellion against 
the EU migration scheme were also directed toward Donald 
Trump. We base that surmise not only upon the public state- 
ments of many of the Bilderberg attendees, but on the overabun- 
dance of participants at Dresden who are big donors to Hillary 
Clinton’s presidential campaign, pro-Clinton Super PACs, the 
Clinton Global Initiative, and the Clinton Foundation. Among 
the Bilderberg heavy hitters supporting Hillary are former Goo- 
gel CEO Eric Schmidt (founder of The Groundwork, a massive 
elect-Clinton project, and recently caught using Google’s search 
engine to favor Hillary), Henry and Marie-Josée Kravis (bil- 
lionaire couple of the KKR investment firm), Roger C. Altman 
(chairman of Evercore), and Klaus Kleinfeld (CEO of Alcoa, 
former CEO of Siemens), to name a few. In short, the Bilder- 
berg money and power is stacked against the Brexit, for more 
“refugee” migration — and for Hillary. 
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